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MOTTO: 


“Now I beseech you, brethren, by the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that ye all speak the same thing, and 


that there be no divisions among you: but that ye be perfectly joined together in the yame mind and in the same judg- 


ment.” — 1 Cor. 1, 10. 


“We have no intention of yielding aught of the eternal, immutable truth of God for the sake of temporal pence, 
tranquility, and unity( which, moreover ,is not in our power to do). Nor would such peace and unity, since it is devised 


against the trath and for its suppression, have any permanency. Still less are we inclined to adorn and conceal a corrup- 
tion of the pure doctrine and manifest, condemned errors. Dut we entertain heartfelt pleasure and love for, and are on our 
part sincerely inclined and anxious to ndyance, that unity according to our utmost power, by which His glory remains to 
God uninjured, nothing of the divine truth of the Holy Gospel is surrendered, no room is given to the least error, poor 
sinners are brought to true, genuine repentance, raised up by faith, confirmed in new obedience, and thus justified and 
eternally saved alone through the sole merit of Christ.” — Concluding Statement of the Formula of Concord concerning the 
Requirements of Confessional Fellowship among Lutherans of the Augsburg Confession, Trigl. Conc, p. 1095. 
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This technique of liberal-minded church- 
men reminds us of an old story. 

Pat and Mike were washing windows one 
day, balanced on opposite ends of a piece of 


@ Modernism Dead? 


“The old modernism is dead” is a slogan, 
a siren theme-song, used over and over again 


by liberal-minded theologians to throw the. 
wary off their guard and, precisely by pro- 
nouncing modernism dead, to make way for 
that modernism where it has not been toler- 
ated before. The only truth about the state- 
ment, if there is any truth to it at all, is that 
modernism, chameleon-like, constantly as- 
Sumes new forms in order to conceal its 
presence. Jt never was more alive than it is 
today. . 


plank across a window sill of the third story 
of a building, Pat on the inside, Mike on the 
outside. Forgetting his partner momentarily, 
Pat got off of his end of the plank and to his. 
horror saw Mike hurtle to the pavement 
below. A doctor who was hurriedly sum- 
moned pronounced Mike dead. When Pat 
protested that he saw his friend move, the 
latter reared up and cried: “Shut up, Pat; 
the doctor knows better!” 
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Doctors — of theology, we mean — who 
are too ready to pronounce modernism dead 
are the very kind to be most cautious of. 
Let’s believe neither them nor modernism 
itself when at our protest the latter rears up 
to tell us that such doctors ‘know better.” 
We are to use our own good Christian sense 
and judgment to decide what is going on 
before our very eyes. 

P. H. B. 


® Preaching Today — An Example 
of the Moralizing Sermon 


The following was submitted to us as an 
illustration of a kind of preaching one hears 
all too much of these days: “‘We act like we 
are not grown up. Do we bear our troubles 
without complaining? If not, we are not 
grown up. Do we complain because our old 
mother is in poor health, or because we have 


a disobedient boy? It is proof, if we do this, 
that we are not grown up. The trouble is 
that we are at war with Life. Life gets us 
down. We start to complain. The purpose 
of Christianity is to teach us to lose all we 
have and come up with a smile, and resolve 
to start in all over again. Many of us have 
to learn to lose all, and yet make a new start 
unafraid. We must face the impact of Life. 
St. Paul faced life on the Damascus road, and 
started all over again. We dream that we 
have a million dollars, but we wake up poor, 
and then grumble against Life. We must 
cultivate a vision. Christianity taught Fulton 
“to dream of the steamboat. As Fulton had 
the vision of the steamboat, so we must have 
a vision of Jesus Christ.” 

There is no doubt that modernism owes 
much of its “success” to the moralizing ser- 
mon. It is important that we be on our guard 
lest it worm its way into our own circles 
through that kind of preaching. It is the 
advance agent of things much worse to come. 
Let us be determined ever to preach, and to 
insist on hearing the preaching of, Christ 
crucified. 3 


@® Church Discipline and 
Doctrinal Discipline 


“There is no contending for the truth 
which is not at the same time a contending 
against error and falsehood, and a contending 
for the pure doctrine is only then an earnest 
one when it includes a contending against the 
teaching of error, just as every genuine 
church confession contains the rejection of 
erroneous teaching . . . It is wholly wrong to 
confuse the question of doctrinal discipline 
with the question of church discipline and to 
say that doctrinal discipline must follow the 
example of church discipline. which, in the 
Lutheran Church serves not the establish- 
ment of a pure congregation, but the salvation 
of sinners. So far as doctrinal discipline 
cencerns the erring brother, it should serve 
to instruct and save him and should be exer- 
cised in all conceivable love and kindness. 
Sofar as it concerns the congregation, it is a 
question of defending the same against 
heresy, of preserving in its purity not the 
Church — that is not in our power — but the 
means of grace. (We would say: the whole 
Word of God in the interest of the latter — 
Edit.) As for those theologians who like to 
act so exasperated because their liberty is 
curtailed, because a legalistic yoke is placed 
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upon their conscience.’ . . . it would be better 
if they once considered what is done to a 
congregation when for years, so long as the 


one concerned remains in office, a false, 


teaching is proclaimed to it. Where does 
Christian love there remain? Where com- 
passion over the many souls who are led to 
destruction? What kind of church govern- 
ments are those which inactively look on as 
one piece after another of the Christian 
Church’s doctrine is taken first from its 
students and candidates and then from the 
congregations until nothing is left anymore 
but a confessional position existing in theory 
and only in theory, secured by a solemn. 
guarantee of rights; a confession which no one 
confesses anymore, but which is nevertheless 
celebrated as the untouchable basis of all 
teaching and work in the church — a hollow 
front behind which there once stood a great 
church .. . It is part of the deep mystery of 
the divine judgements that those who are 
struck by them at first do not recognize the 
judgement at all. Every collapse in history 
is not at all at first experienced as such. It 
is only later that it appears that the ‘great’ 
time was a time of judgment; that the sup- 
posed ascendancy was a descendancy, the 
supposed dawn of a new day only the evening 
dawn of an old one. . . Wherever a Lutheran 
Church was carried to its grave in Germany 
in the 19th century, this was usually done 
amid great church festivity. When one looks 
at the situation of Lutheranism in the world 
today in the light of this experience, and this 
means of all Lutheran Churches without 
exception, then one would really like to ask: 
Have things already progressed that far?” 

Dr. Hermann Sasse, in Letters to Lutheran 
Pastors, No. 19. ( Tr. by P. H. B.) 


@® Holy Communion at the 
Marriage Ceremony 


Slowly but surely the abomination of the 
Roman Mass-Sacrifice is worming its way into 
our circles. By that we mean that the Sacra- 
ment of the Altar is gradually being looked 
upon and treated as a sacrifice, service, or 
work which man performs or offers to God, 
rather than as God’s gift, seal. and testimony 
of the free remission of sins. 

In Una Sancta, St. Lawrence, 1951, pp. 
2-13, Dr. A. C. Piepkorn presents the propers 
of the “Missa pro Sponso et Sponsa.” We 
have before us a little booklet, copyrighted 
In 1941 by the Order of St. Benedict at 
Collegeville, Minnesota, and entitled ‘“Mar- 


riage in Christ.” Comparing these two 
publications we find that Dr. Piepkorn’s “Nup- 
tial Maas” is but a variation of the Roman 
“Marriage Mass” and that it merely omits or 
changes some of the prayers and rubrics of 


-the Roman Missal. 


The Offertorium 


We shall not go into this matter in detail. 
We would, however, mention the following 
facts. After presenting the Introit, Collect, 
Epistle (Eph. 5: 22-33), Gradual, and Gospel 
(Matt. 19: 3-6) — all of which agree word 
for word with the Roman Missal — Dr. Piep- 
korn presents Psalm 31:14, 15a as “The 
Offertory.” In the Roman Missal the “Offer- 
tory Verse” or “Offertorium” varies according 
to the occasion — it is Psalm 31: 14, 15a in 
the Marriage Mass — and introduces those 
prayers in which the priest asks God to accept 
his offering of bread and wine as a sacrifice to 
atone for his sins, and for the sins of all pre- 
sent, as well as, of all faithful Christians, 
living and dead. Concluding these prayers, 
the priest asks the people to pray that his 
and their sacrifice may be acceptable to God 
and then proceeds with the “Secret.” The 
Roman Missal says: ‘This prayer varies 
according to the feast; but usually it is a 
request that God will accept the offerings 
made by the people and bestow on these the 
spirit or grace peculiar to the day or season.” 
In the Marriage Mass the “Secret” reads: 
“Accept, O Lord, we beseech Thee, the Sacri- 
fice we are offering to sanctify the marriage 
bond, and do Thou bring to a happy issue that 
union of which Thou Thyself art the author.” 
Dr. Piepkorn omits the other prayers but has 
retained this prayer under the rubric “The 
Prayer at the Offertory.” He has, however, 
given it the following form: ‘Receive, we 
beseech Thee, O Lord, our sacrifice of praise 
and thanksgiving for the sacred ordinance of 
wedlock, and do Thou accomplish the work 
which of Thy bountiful goodness Thou hast 
begun.” 

Here note, in the first place, that the words 
of the Roman Mass “the Sacrifice we are 
offering” have been changed to read “our 
sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving.” But in 
both versions the Lord’s Suoper is viewed 
as a sacrifice or work performed by man. 

Note, in the second place, that the Roman 
Mass expressly states that such sacrifice is 
“to sanctify the marriage bond.” Dr. Piep- 
korn merely says that it is “for the sacred 
ordinance of wedlock” and leaves the real 
end and purpose of such sacrifice unstated. 
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Students of Luther may recall how Luther 
once wrote of the “Offertory Verse” as fol- 
lows: “There follows the whole abomination, 
which everything preceding in the Mass must 
serve, and is therefore also called Offertorium. 
What then follows smacks and reeks alto- 
gether of vain sacrifice and thus the sacred 
words of life and salvation are placed in the 
midst of the whole abominable sacrificial 
system, even as long ago the ark of the Lord 
was placed within the idolatrous temple next 
to the idol Dagon . . . We would therefore 
avoid everything which smacks of sacrifice, 
including the whole Canon, and keep only that 
which is pure and holy.” (St. Louis, X, 2241.) 


The Roman Conception of Marriage 


Roman theologians tell us that marriage, 
‘instituted before man had fallen into sin” 
and “sacred in itself as a divinely appointed 
means of good,” became a “source of infection 
to the whole human race,” against which 
there was “no effective antidote until God 
himself intervened to save His work.” This 
God did by making marriage ‘“ a sacrament 
of the new law,” that is, by making “a natural 
relation a means of grace and glory to the 
followers of Christ.” 

Romanists therefore distinguish between 
the husband-wife relationship within the 
natural order and the husband-wife relation- 
ship within the body of Christ, the Church. 

“Marriage is said to be ‘in Christ’ when it 
is contracted by those who are supernaturally 
one with Christ as members of His mystical 
body, the Church.” As such it is ‘“indissol- 
uble” and “is a sign of the perpetual union of 
Christ with the Church.” 


UNA SANCTA’S Conception of Marriage 


In an article, entitled “The Christian in 
the Marriage Relationship,” Pastor Walter C. 
Daib contends: “Jn marriage the Christian 
lives on a dual plane. On the plane of the 
creative order which the Christian shares with 
all men the marriage relationship is a union 
of earthly and sinful bodies subject to the 
Law in all of its aspects. On the plane of the 
una sancta in which the Christian is a member 
of the body of Christ, the marriage relation- 
ship is a unique ‘analogy’ of the relationship 
between Christ and His Church, to which only 
the Gospel is applicable.” (Una Sancta, St. 
Lawrence, 1951, p. 4.) On the plane of the 
una sancta “it is a perfect union of two ‘just 
persons’ to one body within the body of 
Christ.” (P. 8.) 


Here we have the same distinction between, 
the husband-wife relationship within the 
natural order and the husband-wife relation- 
ship within the body of Christ as is found 
among Roman theologians. In fact, this con- 
ception of the Christian husband-wife relation-~ 
ship does not differ much from the Roman 
conception of marriage, except that it does 
not regard marriage as a means of grace 
whereby the married are sanctified. 


The Essence of Marriage 

But over against such a conception of 
marriage we must firmly hold that the essence 
of marriage consists only in this that a person 
marries a man or a woman. It does not con- 
sist in marrying a Christian man or a Chris- 
tian woman. Faith and unbelief are not part 
of the essence of marriage, for unbelieving 
husbands and wives are just as truly married 
as Christian husbands and wives; nor is their 
marriage relationship in any manner inferior 
to that of Christian spouses as to its essence, 

We must therefore reject every distinction 
between the husband-wife relationship in the 
natural order and the husband-wife relation- 
ship in the body of Christ as being inconsis- 
tent with the essence of marriage. Marriage 
is not something spiritual but is merely a 
temporal, earthly, worldly state. " 


Ephesians 5: 22-33 

Speaking of the husband-wife relationship 
Stoeckhardt, Epheserbrief rightly says: “Self. 
evidently the being lord on the part of the 
husband and the being subject on the part of 
the wife is restricted to the natural sphere, to 
which married life moreover belongs. In the 
Christian, Church sphere it holds: ‘there is 
neither male nor female; for ye are all one 
in Christ Jesus,’ Gal. 3: 28.” 

Not only Christian husbands and wives 
but all believers are one in Christ. “Ye are 
all the children of God by faith in Christ 
Jesus. For as many of you as have been 
baptized into Christ have put on Christ. There 
is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither 
bond nor free, there is neither male nor 
female: for ye are all one in Christ Jesus,” 
Gal. 3: 26-28. This oneness of all believers in 
Christ and with one another is also expressed, 
in the words: “We, being many, are one 
body in Christ, and every one members one 
of another,” Rom. 12: 5. 

It is therefore the natural, earthly 
husband-wife relationship that the Apostle 
regards as an analogy of the Christ-Church 
relationship. And to this natural, earthly 
husband-wife relationship (the only one 
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known in Scripture) the Apostle applies the 
Law. Dr. Stoeckhardt rightly calls Eph. 5: 
22ff Die Haustafel, that is, a table containing 
the duties of domestic life. A table of duties 
is of course part of the Law and has nothing 
to do with the Gospel. Hence the words of 
Pastor Daib “to which only the Gospel is 
applicable” are not in harmony with the 
Apostle Paul. 


“Most Meaningful to Them” 


But why should one celebrate Holy Com- 
munion at the marriage ceremony? Pastor 
Daib writes: “If Holy Communion is looked 
upon as the means of grace in which our unity 
in Christ is most clearly set forth and ex- 
pressed, then husband and wife have an even 
greater reason to rejoice in their common 
participation in the Body and Blood of the 
Lord. For it is here at the Lord’s Table that 
their union in Christ and with one another is 
lifted to its highest level and most clearly 
expressed as the wonderful miniature of the 
union between Christ and His Church .. . No 
one who understands the particular meaning 
of the Sacrament of the Altar for the unity 
of the Church and for the union of husband 
and wife will offer any objection if those who 
‘have been made one in this holy state’ receive 
the Gospel promise from the Church in that 
particular form which in the moment of their 
union would be most meaningful to them.” 
(P. 8-9.) 

In other words, the Church “should apply 
the comfort of absolution to the failure of 
both husband and wife to reach and maintain 
the high ideals of their relationship in the 
body of Christ.” Since the Lord’s Supper “‘as 
no other (means of grace) has a particular 
meaning for them in their relationship to one 
another,” therefore the Church should at 
their marriage ceremony proclaim the Gospel 
to them in that particular form in which it is 
meaningful to them, namely, as setting forth 
and expressing “their union in Christ and 
with one another,” 

Romanists celebrate the Lord’s Supper at 
the marriage ceremony because, as they tell 
us, “the indissoluble union of Christ is effected 
and maintained in the Mass.” Lutheran High- 
Churchmen, on the other hand, would cele- 
brate it because it is “most meaningful” to 
husband and wife in their marriage ceremony. 

Recall the words of Una Sancta, St. James 
the Elder, 1947, p. 10: “Our crudities are no 
longer in place and we should use all of our 
ability to put pageantry, color, and meaning- 
ful externals into our worship.” Is this, 


perhaps, not the real reason for introducing 
the celebration of Holy Communion at the 
marriage ceremony in our midst? 


The Lord’s Supper as an Expression of Unity 


That the Lord’s Supper expresses the 
unity of believers with Christ in one body is 
clearly taught by St. Paul I Cor. 10: 17. 
Literally translated his words read: “Because 
(there is) one bread, one body the many we 
are; for we are all partakers of the one 
bread.” But this is also true of Baptism, for 
in I Cor. 12: 18 we read: “For by one Spirit 
are we all baptized into one body.” 


Furthermore, the Lord’s Supper expresses 
the oneness of those who partake of the Sacra- 
ment only in so far as they are believers. As 
believers in Christ their participation in the 
Lord’s Supper is meaningful to them, since 
it assures them of their forgiveness and in 
consequence of such forgiveness of their 
oneness in Christ with all other believers in 
Christ. However, the contention that at the 
Lord’s Table the union of Christian husband 
and wife is “lifted to its highest level and 
most clearly expressed as the wonderful min- 
iature of the union between Christ and His 
Church” has no foundation in Scripture. 


‘Ordinarily a Congregational Celebration 


On the basis of I Cor. 10: 18ff and other 
passages our Church holds that the Lord’s 
Supper is ordinarily to be celebrated in the 
public assembly of the congregation and only 
in case of necessity should it be administered 
to individuals in private. (Synodalbericht, 
Kansas, 1897, p. 24ff.) 


In Corinth the Lord’s Supper was being 
observed in conjunction with an ordinary 
meal (probably a love-feast’. Professedly 
the Corinthians came together to celebrate 
the Lord’s Supper, but instead of observing it 
according to Christ’s institution, individuals 
would first eat their own supper. This led 
to schisms and excesses, even to drunken- 
ness, and thus not only the true nature, but 
also the real design of the Lord’s Supper was 
grossly perverted. Therefore the Apostle 
called their attention to the solemn circum- 
stances under which the Lord’s Supper was 
instituted and then stated the real purpose 
of the Lord’s Supper, namely, to “show the 
Lord’s death till He come.” Since an improper 
observance of the Lords Supper involved 
grave consequences, the Corinthians should 
earnestly examine themselves, lest they eat 
and drink damnation to themselves. And as 
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to eating one’s own supper, “if any man 
hunger, let him eat at home.” 


“There Should Be No Schims”’ 


From this we learn, first of all, that every 
occasion for causing a “schism” should be 
studiously avoided. (Cf. I Cor. 12: 25.) The 
Apostle had heard of such “schism” in the Cor- 
inthian congregational worship, especially in 
connection with their Lord’s Supper celebra- 
tion (I Cor. 11: 18). He therefore severely 
censured those who made the celebration of 
the Lord’s Supper an occasion for disparage- 
ment or discrimination. The poor, who 
hardly had anything to eat, much less the 
means for a luxurious banquet, should not be 
put to shame. And to do this in conjunction 
with the Lord’s Supper celebration was espe- 
cially reprehensible, since this Sacrament 
expressed their oneness in Christ. (Cf. I Cor. 
10: 17; 12: 18, 27.) 


Does the celebration of the Lord’s Supper 
at a wedding by some members of the congre- 
gation not place them in a similar condemna- 
tion? 


“Truly Worthy and Well Prepared” 


In the second place, we learn that we 
should not approach the Lord’s Table unless 
we are “truly worthy and well prepared,” as 
our Catechism puts it. First, we should care- 
fully examine ourselves according to the Ten 
Commandments and then we should earnestly 
consider the blessings bestowed upon us 
through the death of Christ and appropriate 
them in true faith. Thus we will be truly 
worthy and well prepared and will truly show 
the Lord’s death. 


But does any one seriously contend that 
amid the commotion and excitement of pre- 
paring for a marriage ceremony there will be 
much earnest self-examination and serious 
meditation? Is there not grave danger that 
participation of husband and wife in the 
Lord’s Supper (and we may also say the 
same thing of many wedding guests) will 
under these circumstances degenerate into 
a mere external observance? 


Sincere Christians would rather forego 
partaking of the Lord’s Supper than approach 
the Lord’s Table indifferently and thought- 
lessly. Here is God’s warning! “He that 
eateth and drinketh unworthily, eateth and 
drinketh damnation to himself, not discern- 
ing the Lord’s body.” 

D. 


® High Liturgical Worship 


Regarding Religious Orders we previously 
quoted the words of Una Sancta, Michaelmas, 
1946, p. 15: ‘Here is the life for the pioneer 
— for one brave enough to try an ‘experiment 
for Christ.’ For such a group, the very high- 
est type of Religious Life would be aspired 
to in the sure knowledge that every member 
would try to attain to this measure of sancti- 
fication. A rich liturgical life would be devel. 
oped with daily communion and the obser- 
vance of the Liturgical Hours.” 


“Unprofitable and Burdensome Babbling” 

In the Roman Church clerics and Religious 
must recite the socalled Canonical Hours 
(Matins, Lauds, Terce, Sext, None, Vespers, 
Compline) under pain of committing a morta] 
sin. Clerics are permitted to read two or three 
offices at one time. The “divine office” for 
these hours, consisting of Scripture-readings, 
antiphons, collects. hymns, and prayers, is 
found in the Roman Breviary, which is divided 
into four parts: (1) Sunday and week-day 
offices (The Psalter). (2) the common of 
feasts, (3) the proper of the season, (4) the 
proper of the saints. 

In the Preface of his Large Catechism 
Luther speaks of the “ unprofitable and 
burdensome babbling of the Seven Canonical] 
Hours,” from which we have been delivered, 
and says: “This is true indeed that such 
prayers as have been offered hitherto when 
men were babbling and bawling in the 
churches were no prayers ... Therefore we 
have rightly rejected the prayers of monks 
and priests, who howl and growl day and 
night like fiends: but none of them think of 
praying for a hair’s breadth of anything... . 
Let this be said as an exhortation, that men 
may learn, first of all, to esteem prayer as 
something great and precious, and to make 
a proper distinction between babbling and 
praying for something. For we by no means 
reject prayer, but the bare, useless howling 
and murmuring we reject, as Christ Himself 
also rejects and prohibits long palavers.” 
(Triglotta, p. 567, 699-707.) 


The Liturgical Revival 

Speaking of the Liturgical revival in the 
Church of Sweden begun about fifteen years 
ago, Dr. Gunnar Rosendal reports in Ura 
Sancta, Candlemas, 1947, p. 6, as follows: “A 
typical Sunday in the Church of St. Peter, 
Osby,” (Dr. Rosendal’s Church), “will go as 
follows: At nine o’clock, matins is said in the 
chapel behind the high altar, with a congre- 
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gation of ten to twenty. After matins, the 
pastor says lauds privately, and at nine-thirty 
the Sunday School recites prime. The pastor 
says terce privately before the eleven o’clock 
High Mass, and after Mass all the confirmands 
and others of the faithful gather in the chapel 
for sext. None is again said privately by the 
pastor, vespers is said corporately in the 
chapel at seven-thirty, again with from ten to 
twenty in the congregation, with a good-sized 
congregation singing compline at eight-thirty. 
Since there is nothing that can give expres- 
sion to the aspirations of the praying Church 
as well as the Divine Office, the use of the 
breviary is being rapidly revived, at least 
among the clergy, in many parts of the 
country. It is commonly used at official 
Church conferences and a majority of the 
priests use at least a part of it for their pri- 
vate devotions.” 


In Una Sancta, Holy Cross, 1947, p. 15, 
Chaplain Delvin E. Ressel writes: ‘Many in 
the liturgical movement are convinced that the 
great need here is an evangelical breviary.” 
The publication of such an American Lutheran 
breviary was already proposed in Una Sancta, 
Advent, 1946, pp. 12-16, by Dr. Piepkorn. 
He holds that such a_ breviary should 
contain two offices, matins and vespers 
for daily use, with prime, terce, sext, 
none, and compline printed in an appen- 
dix. ‘The revival of the recitation of the two 
offices daily by our clergy, our deaconesses, 
and devout lay-people is not impossible of 
realization, whereas the likelihood of restoring 
the seven canonical hours is infinitely more 
remote. On the other hand, the provision of 
the lesser hours in an appendix will both 
make the occasional recitation of at least the 
day hours possible and provide a means of 
ultimate transition to the full office ... The 
calendar will include all the holy days of the 
Common Service Book and of other American 
Lutheran rites, as well as additional com- 
memorations and days, included with a view 
of reviving a consciousness of the lives, the 
virtues, and the witness of the saints of the 
Universal Church, particularly those of North- 
ern Europe and of the martyrs, confessors, 
and doctors of the Lutheran Church.” (P. 14.) 


A Roman Breviary 


We have before us a copy of A Short 
Breviary for Religious and the Laity (4th ed., 
1949), edited by the monks of the Order of 
St. Benedict of Collegeville, Minnesota. This 
breviary is permeated with the Roman abom- 
ination of Mariolatry and saint-worship. The 


various offices are always begun with an “Our 
Father” and a “Hail Mary.” At compline the 
following confession of sins is recited: “I 
confess to Almighty God, to Blessed Mary ever 
Virgin, to blessed Michael the Archangel, to 
blessed John the Baptist, to the holy Apostle 
Peter and Paul, (to our holy Father Bene- 
dict), and to all the Saints, that I have sinned 
exceedingly in thought, word and deed; 
through my fault, through my fault, through 
my most grievous fault.” (‘During the Con- 
fiteor all bow profoundly, strike their breast 
three times at through my fault... ”) 
“Therefore I pray Blessed Mary ever Virgin, 
blessed Michael the Archangel, blessed John 
the Baptist, the holy Apostle Peter and Paul, 
(our Father Benedict), and all the Saints to 
pray to the Lord our God for me.” (PP. 40, 
81, 111, 142, etc.) See also the propers for 
the “Saturday Office of the Blessed Virgin 
Mary,” (P. 237i), or of the ‘Immaculate 
Conception” P. 538ff), or of the “Assumption” 
(P. 653ff), etc., etc. On pages 533-750 we 
find the propers of various saints and on p. 
756ff directions are given, when to kneel, 
when and how to make the sign of the cross, 
when to make a slight bow, and when to bow 
profoundly. See what Luther, St. Louis ed., 
XIX, p. 1582f has to say on these directions. 


By Their Reviews Ye shall Know Them! 


Immediately after the plea of Dr. Piepkorn 
for a Lutheran breviary, we find a review of 
the 3rd edition of this Roman breviary. In 
that review there is not a single word criticiz- 
ing the breviary’s Mariolatry, saint-worship, 
or any of its other un-Scriptural teaching. The 
review closes with the words: “We may 
express the hope that within our own Church 
such an office-book will in time be published. 
In the meantime, however, it seems to us that 
A Short Breviary, prudently and discreetly 
used, can serve the needs of many for a 
simple, edifying and popular liturgical office 
book.” (Una Sancta, Advent, 1946, p. 17.) 


All this should not surprise us. Not long 
ago one who lately visited in the home of a 
Lutheran High-Church pastor wrote to us: 
“T never saw so many votive lights burning in 
one place at one time except in some big 
Church on Christmas Eve! There were various 
images of the blessed Virgin all over the 
house — some popular Catholic images, such 
as, Our Mother of Perpetual Help — and 
votive lights flickered in front of them all. 
Of course, they also flickered before images 
of our Lord, the crucifix,” etc. 
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In Una Sancta, Holy Name, 1949, p. 22, 
under “suggested topics and themes illustra- 
tive of the method of liturgical preaching,” 
we read the following: “Annunciation B. V. 
M., March 25 — The Holy Mother — The 
Place of Mary in the Plan of Redemption — 
Womanhood, Her Place and Service — Mary, 
the Example of Piety, Purity, and Persever- 
ance.” 

A Report on a Retreat 


In Una Sancta, Advent, 1946, pp. 19-21 
there is a report on a socalled retreat. “The 
use of retreats is slowly but surely growing 
within the Lutheran Church . . . The Chap- 
lain, who is both informed and sincere, and 
whose friendliness creates a rapport between 
himself and the members, hears the confes- 
sions, garbed in cassock and violet stole, using 
the order for Private Confession in the C. S. B. 
(Common Service Book). In a quiet place, 
provided with candles, cross and kneeler, he 
hears each communicant pastor, pronounces 
the Absolution and offers the Blessing. This 
solemn discipline of each going to a private 
place to confess, unconsciously colors and 
creates a profound resolution among those 
present. There is an air of seriousness about 
the whole period until the last confession is 
heard . .. We stand for the hymns, sit to read 
the psalms antiphonally, rise to recite the 
Gloria Patri, and kneel for portions of the 
liturgical responses and collects. Important 
to us is the consecutive reading of one of the 
Epistles. Members from the pews come up 
in turn, and use the verse: Lord, have mercy 
upon us, at the end of each chapter. The 
cassock, surplice and stole are used for the 
minor offices. At the Celebration, the Preacher 
makes his entrance with the Celebrant 
following him to the Altar step. The Celebrant 
is attired in the ancient Eucharistic Vest- 
ments, Amice, Alb, Stole, Cincture, Chasuble; 
white linen with red orphreys .. . The Retreat 
begins about 9:30 and ends about 3:30. The 
Conference, which amounts to a discussion 
of trends and topics relating to the day in the 
informal manner, lasts about a half hour. It 
never accomplishes too much. However, 
there is a feeling of achievement and eleva- 
tion as we return to our own field of labor, 
and are refreshed from having been with 
Christ in the most intimate fellowship possible 
to us in the Holy Sacrament.” 


A Somewhat Different Report 


Some time ago we attended such a retreat 
within our own circles. In the morning we 
had listened to a lecture on “The Ministry 


of Reconciliation” (2 Cor. 5: 18-21) by Dr. 
R. R. Caemmerer, professor at our St. Louis 
seminary. From notes taken at that time we 
would cite the following: —Sin is being apart 
from God, a cutting loose from God. Through 
Christ’s redemption God is now able not to 
impute the sins to the sinner. God now comes 
to man and man can now come back to God. 
A word is something by which a certain 
action is signalled to us. How can we receive 
the Spirit? How can we be reconciled to God? 
We must believe in Jesus. The word of recon- 
ciliation must bring Christ into our mind, so 
that God may now forgive and convey His 
Spirit and work in us. 

Note, how the Scriptural truth, that God 
has once and for all forgiven all men all their 
sins in Christ, is here passed over in silence. 
Note also, that the word of reconciliation is 
here not regarded as God’s assurance of for- 
giveness; nor is faith defined as trust and 
confidence in the divine promise and the 
acceptance of the forgiveness offered, con- 
veyed and sealed in the Gospel and the 
Sacraments. But such conception of recon- 
ciliation, justification, and faith provides a 
perfect setting for Una Sancta’s false concep- 
tion of worship. 

In Una Sancta, Holy Cross, 1949, p. 18, 
we read: “Prayer, meditation, and the Blessed 
Sacraments are the channels through which 
the life-giving waters of the River of God 
flow into our life.” 

Exactly what all this implies was aptly 
illustrated in the retreat conducted by the 
seminary professor in the afternoon session. 
His meditation was divided into three parts 
and consisted of the following Scripture- 
readings: (1) Our message — Rom. 1: 18- 
2:23; Lam. 1: 12-22. (2) Our peace — Psalm 
51; John 14: 23-27. (8) Our message — 2 
Tim. 2 and 3. The retreat-master would read 
a few verses of Scripture, pause for silent 
meditation, break forth in an ex corde prayer, 
pause again for silent meditation, break forth 
in prayer, and then after another period of 
silence perhaps read a few more verses from 
Scripture. 

The stage-setting for this highly emotional 
worship was perfect. About forty or more 
worshippers were gathered in St. John’s Luth- 
eran Church in Forest Park. Though it was 
mid-afternoon, the beautifully colored win- 
dows bathed the large edifice in semi-dark- 
ness, which was pierced only by the light 
shining on the life-size, white marble crucifix 
on the altar. 


“You will feel refreshed,’ an ardent 
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enthusiast of such retreats had told us. “Has 
our heavenly Father not promised to give His 
Holy Spirit to them that ask Him?” 

We must confess that we were not re- 
freshed. But we now to some extent under- 
stood what the Liturgical Movement means 
When it contends that fellowship with Christ 
is attained through prayer, meditation, and 
by eating and drinking Christ’s body and 
blood. 

_ A mystic enthusiasm, in which the 
individual supposedly experiences an inde- 
scribable rapture, is found arnong adherents 
of the Liturgical Movement. As a result of 
such experience the individual is supposed to 


be refreshed. He feels exalted. He is one 


with Christ and through Christ one with God. 
This raises the question: Do we here not 
have the key to the enigmatic expression of 
the Common Confession (Par. V.): “In this 
Sacrament (the Lord’s Supper) Christ enters 
into the most intimate communion with the 
members of His Church?” D. 


© Reducing Exercises 


Dr. Harrison Ray Anderson, new modera- 
tor of the Northern Presbyterian Church, 
wants his church to take ‘reducing exercises’ 
and ‘get the fat off its waist.’ This should 
include, he said, committees of five instead of 
fifteen, one meeting instead of three, and $3- 
a-day hotel rooms instead of $8-a-day rooms. 

Dr. Anderson’s church is by no means the 
only one which could profit by such advice. 

P. H. B. 


® The Doctrine of Conversion 
and Election in the 
American Lutheran Church 


; (Editorial Note: In the Lutheran Standard, 
official organ of the American Lutheran 
Church, October 27, 1951, Dr. Wm. N. Emch, 
editor of its Question Box column, has once 
again set forth the ALC teaching of natural 
resistance and wilful resistance in Conversion, 
and also its doctrine of Election. Readers of 
our journal will find a brief discussion of the 
former in a special article following below. 
The ALC doctrine of Election will be discussed 
in a later issue. In the meanwhile we felt it 
would be desirable to publish here in their 
entirety the questions at issue and their 
answer as given in the Lutheran Standard. 
ae a reader will find herewith, — 


Will you, please, explain clearly what the 
American Lutheran Church teaches about 
natural and wilful resistance to grace in the 
doctrine of conversion? Also, please, explain 
the doctrine of election, — A. J. H., Iowa. 


With Luther we confess: “I believe that 
I cannot by my own reason or strength believe 
in Jesus Christ my Lord, or come to Him; 
but the Holy Ghost has called me through 
the gospel, enlightened me with His gifts, 
eg and preserved me in the true 
ai ae, 


By nature man is (spiritually) dead in 
trespasses and sins (Ephesians 2:1). “The 
natural man (as he is by nature) receiveth not 
the things of the Spirit of God; for they are 
foolishness unto him; neither can he know 
them, because they are spiritually discerned,” 
I Corinthians 2:14. Paul goes so far as to 
say, “The carnal mind is enmity against God,” 
Romans 8: 7. Thus man in his natural condi- 
tion is not only powerless and helpless to do 
anything toward his own salvation, but he is 
even “hostile to God” (R. S. V.). This is 
what is known as natural resistance to divine 
grace, and it is to be found in every mortal. 


But divine grace as it is offered to man 
by the Holy Ghost through the Word of God 
is able to overcome this natural resistance. 
While man is powerless to do anything toward 
his own conversion, God is able and eager +o 
give him the new birth, and with it conver- 
sion. It is, therefore, necessary for man to 
receive from the Holy Ghost this new life, 
and with it power to cease all resistance to 
the work of divine grace. This power is 
freely offered and imparted through God’s 
Word, which the divine Spirit uses. If he 
refuses to do so he is wilfully resisting the 
gracious workings and promptings of the 
Holy Spirit and remains unconverted, dead 
in trespasses and sins. And if he persists in 
wilful resistance he is hardening himself and 
bringing upon his soul additional guilt. Divine 
grace, as offered through the gospel, though 
powerful and adequate for the conversion of 
any and all, is not irresistible. 

If man is converted, it is entirely due to 
the grace of God. If, on the other hand, the 
sinner who comes into contact with the gospel 
of Christ is not brought to conversion and 
salvation, it is due to his wilful and obstimate 
resistance to divine grace. Jesus most ear- 
nestly sought to win the inhabitants of Jeru- 
salem, but He failed. “Ye would not,” He 
tearfully laments. And because they would 
not, He could not. 
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I can do no better than to give you the 
definition of divine election as given in the 
Simplified Catechism of the former Joint 
Synod of Ohio. “Divine Election or Predes- 
tination is that act of God by which He chose 
for Himself, from eternity, all those in whom 
His saving grace would accomplish its blessed 
purpose.” 


® “Natural and Wilful Resistance” 
in the ALC 


The Confessional Lutheran has in former 
years repeatedly pointed out the fact that the 
American Lutheran Church falsely distin- 
guishes between “natural” and “wilful” resis- 
tance to grace (which are actually one and 
the same thing) and thereby falsifies the 
doctrine of Conversion. We have also informed 
our readers of the precise change which has 
taken place in the course of years in the mode 
of teaching the error that lies hidden behind 
this phraseology. Does the ALC still falsely 
teach a distinction between natural and wilful 
resistance? Advocates of union with the ALC 
often assure us that this doctrinal difference 
has been settled long ago; that the ALC no 
longer upholds such a distinction. 

Now, the ALC at present does not want 
controversy, but union. Asa rule it therefore 
does not stress this difference unnecessarily 
as did Ohio and Iowa in their time. But occa- 
sionally the old difference again comes to the 
surface. The Lutheran Standard of October 
27, 1951, offers such a case. In this issue of 
the official ALC publication Dr. Wm. N. Emch, 
editor of its Question Box, answers a question 
about the teaching of the ALC concerning 
natural and wilful resistance to grace in the 
doctrine of Conversion by upholding this dis- 
tinction. After correctly presenting the 
natural state of man as a condition of spiritual 
death and even of enmity to God, Dr. Emch 
proceeds: 

“But divine grace as it is offered to man by 
the Holy Spirit through the Word of God is 
able to overcome this natural resistance. 
While man is powerless to do anything 
towards his own conversion, God is able and 
eager to give him the new birth and with it 
conversion. It is therefore necessary for man 
to receive from the Holy Ghost this new life, 
and with it power to cease all resistance to 
the work of divine grace. This power is 
freely offered and imparted through God’s 
Word, which the divine Spirit uses. This 
power man must receive and use. If he re- 
fuses to do so he is wilfully resisting the 


gracious workings and promptings of the Holy 
Spirit and remains unconverted, dead in tres- 
passes and sins. And if he persists in wilful 
resistance he is hardening himself and bring- 
ing upon his soul additional guilt. Divine 
grace, as offered through the Gospel, though 
powerful and adequate for the conversion of 
any and all, is not irresistible.” 

This is a typically Ohio-Iowan answer: 
Divine grace is able to overcome natural re- 
sistance, while it is wnable to overcome so- 
called wilful resistance without employing 
irresistible power. Amid all changes of term- 
inology this feature of ALC theology has 
always remained unchanged. 

It is a wrong approach to the doctrine of 
Conversion that the writer in the Lutheran 
Standard still operates with spiritual powers 
which he says are offered to man in conver- 
sion and which natural man must receive and 
tse, or remain unconverted. This is un- 
Lutheran and un-Scriptural. It is correct to 
say that forgiveness of sin and eternal salva- 
tion are offered to the sinner and must be 
accepted by him through faith. But nowhere 
does Scripture say that in conversion spiritual 
life and powers are offered to natural man 
and that he must receive and use these 
powers. Eph. 2, 1-6, one of the proof-texts of 
the doctrine of Conversion, describes conver- 
sion as a raising up from spiritual death to 
spiritual life. To say that it was necessary 
for Lazarus to receive and use the life which 
Christ offered him, or to have remained dead, 
is nonsense. So here. The Holy Spirit does 
not offer to natural man new life and power 
to cease all resistance, but He raises the sinner 
from spiritual death, creates new spiritual 
life in him, and thus man is converted. 

When Dr. Emch says, “This power is freely 
offered and imparted through God’s Word 
which the divine Spirit uses; this power man 
must receive and use,” he also forgets what 
he had rightly said before, namely, that 
natural man is even hostile to God, and would 
therefore not be willing to use spiritual 
powers if they were offered and conveyed to 
him. What natural man needs is not powers 
which he must use in order to be converted, 
but a new heart. And when God gives him 
a new heart he is converted. As the Formula 
of Concord puts it: “God in conversion 
changes stubborn and unwilling into willing 
men.” (Trigl., p.915.) That is the Lutheran 
and Scriptural conception of conversion. 

The answer given in this recent issue of 
the Lutheran Standard proves conclusively 
that the ALC to this day clings to its faulty 
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distinction between natural and wilful resis- 
tance in order to explain conversion. Scrip- 
ture never distinguishes between two different 
kinds of resistance. The expressions “natural 
resistance” and “wilful resistance” are theo- 
logical terms descriptive of one and the same 
resistance. The opposition which fallen man 
offers to the work of the Holy Spirit is called 
natural resistance because it flows from the 
perverted nature of man. It is called wilful 
resistance because the hostile heart of natural 
man is stubborn and unwilling until God in 
conversion changes his will and gives him a 
new heart. 

The Common Confession, oy avoiding this 
difference, creates the wrong impression as 
though this matter had been settled. The 
Wisconsin Synod as well as the Norwegian 
Synod are now maligned far and wide in a 
number of synodical publications for pointing 
out the fact that the Common Confession 
falsely claims to have settled the doctrinal 
differences which once caused the existing 
split. But it is better to be falsely reproached 
for the truth’s sake than to be praised by 
those who depart from the truth. J.B. 


© Have You Read VU? 


Recently a member sent us a magazine 
that bears the title, VU. Its aim is said to be 
‘reflecting student life.’ Having once assisted 
in editing a college magazine we read this 
new publication eagerly. It gave evidence of 
endeavoring to be timely, for one could not 
fail to notice an article on drinking at col- 
leges. It was disappointing though that the 
admonition to the students completely 
ignored any advice from God’s Word. “As 
University men and women, we are adults, 
not juveniles who think it is cute to eat, drink, 
and be merry. So let us begin right now to 
set a slow, easy pace, not only this week end 
of week ends, but all along. A good home- 
coming need not necessarily mean a_ lost 
weekend.” It was also a bit confusing to hear 
Homecoming described as “Valpo’s_ wild 
week end.” 

And then we came to an article, “The 
Hunt — A sordid account of illegal deer 
hunters.” It is with quite a shock that one 
reads such “sordid” language. The following 
are quotations: Shut that damn thing off, 
Pete said. — Get back in here you damn 
fool! — Well, no damned warden is gonna 
pin anything on me. — That’s damn funny, 
he said. — Old Man Flint’s a damn fool—he 
don’t know a warden from a chicken thief. 


— Shoot, dammit, shoot, Pete yelled. — Come 
back here you damn little fool. The article 
ends with this climactic sentence: Damn Kid, 
Pete said, damn, scared, crazy Kid. Now 
what in the hell — damn fool Kid. 

Once more we read the words of the col- 
lege president: “May I express a few pious 
but relevant hopes for VU? I hope it will be 
literate. The growing illiteracy of much 
collegiate writing is dismaying. Let the 
writing be much above the drab level of 
themes and term papers. I hope it will be 
intelligent. . . . So much of collegiate jour- 
nalism, in these great and trying times, is 
petty and obsolete. It worries about little 
and dead things. Let VU strike hard at the 
heart of some of our real problems and the 
campus will cheer.” 

Let our “Center of Learning — Citadel 
of Faith” “strike hard” at the violation of 
the Second Commandment and everyone will 
cheer. One can possibly excuse the absolute 
silence with regard to the name of the Lord. 
One can associate the name OPK and Faculty 
Adviser Rev. A. P. Klausler with the Lutheran 
Church, and thus identify the magazine. But 
such sordid language is hard to associate 
with the Lutheran Church. 


ARTHUR DREVLOW. 


@® Review of Publications 
Poetic Meditations on the Scriptures. Botolf 


J. Tothnem. 72 pages, 5$>7%; paper 
cover. Augsburg Publishing House, , 
Minneapolis. 5c. 


102 brief, simple meditations in rhymed 
verse, each based on a Scripture passage 
which is printed out in full. There is a topical 
index. In a few instances the author has not 
been quite careful enough about what he 
says or how he says what he means to say. 
For instance, on p. 1, in the first meditation, 
on “The Heart of God,” it is hardly correct 
to say that the heart of God is “a theme too 
great for any creed!” In the last stanza of 
“Children of God,” on p. 3, one reads: 

“Build His Church, make it strong; 

Let its banners be unfurled; 

Until God shall reign supreme, 

King of Kings, throughout the world.” 
Isn’t God reigning supreme now? Or will He 
ever in a sense in which He is not that already 
ever be “King of kings throughout the 
world”? The sentiment expressed in a medi- 
tation on “The First Christian Martyrs,” the 
infants of Bethlehem, Mt. 2, 16, p. 17, how- 
ever well intended, ' 
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“Perhaps there is a nursery, 

Most beautiful and bright, 

Where angel nurses care for them 

And watch them day and night” 
is really a sentimentalism that will hardly 
stand in the light of Holy Scripture. In the 
meditation on Ps. 63, 1-2, “I Come to be Alone 
with Thee,” p. 44f., a clarification of lines 5 
and 6 is necessary, to say the least, despite 
the setting in which they occur: 

“T come, my Father, just to be 

Where Thou art, and alone with Thee. 

I come not meet by any norm 

Of liturgy, religious form; 

No offering, no noble deed 

I bring to please, no spoken creed. 

I have no cause that I must plead 

Except my ever present need.” 

It also strikes one that there is no express 
reference to the merits of Christ (note line 
5f.) in this meditation on a text taken from 
the beautiful morning song of an exile which 
David penned when he wrote the 63rd Psalm. 

The quotations we have adduced may 
serve to show the character of the verse and 
the general contents of the meditations con- 
tained in this book. P. H. B. 


® Tracts 

Doctrinal Differences Between the Synodical 
Conference and the American Lutheran 
Church. 


No. 1 A Summary Review; 

No. 2 The Inspiration and Inerrancy of 
Holy Scripture; 

No. 8 The Clearness of Holy Scripture; 

No. 4 Conversion; 

No. 5 Predestination; 

No. 5b Scriptural Requirements of a Union 
Platform; 


No. 6 The Public Ministry 
5 cents per copy — $3.00 per 100 
The Biblical Principles of Church Fellowship. 
a. The Principle of Sola Scriptura and 
Legalism; 
b. Prayer Fellowship; 
c. Unionism and Separation; 
d. The Principle of Love in the Life and 
and Work of the Church. 
$1.00 per 100 
Order from Rev. F. E. Bartling 
617 South Chicago Ave., 
Freeport, Illinois 


BACK COPIES 
Back copies of the “Confessional Lu- 
theran” 1946-1951 are available at 25c¢ per 
issue. Orders for these should be addressed 
to: The Rev. F. E. Bartling, 617 S. Chicago 
Avenue, Freeport, Illinois. 


Every Reader a Subscription Agent 


Our readers are our Departments of 
Publicity and of Public Relations and of 
Promotion. Accordingly, we are happy 
to say that the growing circulation of 
the Confessional Lutheran is largely due 
to the efforts of our readers. 

Now, may we ask every one of you to 
try to send in just one new subscription 
during the present month? If each of 
our readers will gain a new subscriber 
for the Confessional Lutheran at this 
time, we will have much more than 
doubled our circulation this year. 

Confessional Lutheran will be sent 
to any address in these United States or 
anywhere in the world for $2.00 per 
year. Please mail all subscriptions to 


The Confessional Lutheran 
310 S. Cherry Street 
Morrison, Iltinois 


@® A Fine Example 


Two of our readers have paid the expense 
of sending a sample copy of the November 
rial ata Lutheran to every pastor in their 

istrict. 


@® What Our Readers Say 


“It seems strange to me that some of our 
officials do not protest more against all these 
aberrations and liturgical changes which are 
going on in our Synod. Keep on bearin 
witness for the truth and orthodox church 
practice.” — Pastor, Michigan. 


“In your October, 1951, issue you have 
called attention to false teachings within the 
Missouri Synod which .. . are not only ioler- 
ated but also fostered. This is proven by the 
fact that the promotors of these false teach- 
Ings are placed into positions of influence. 
Note — Concordia Seminary . . . False teach- 
ings must be exposed to the laymen. Let 
us have more of this. It is the only thing 
which will help to preserve the truth.” — 
Layman, St. Louis, Missouri. 


“The October issue of the Confessional 
Lutheran should be sent to every pastor in 
Synod, and to laymen, too. Most ministers 
are still not aware of what is going on. Infor 
mation is what they need. They feel at heart, 
but feel the opposition is merely a matter of 
‘monks’ quarrels.’ Propaganda for the truth 
will do more to bring Synod back than any 
other thing.” — Pastor, West Coast. 
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“Now I beseech you, brethren, by the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that ye all speak the same thing, and 


MOTTO: 
that there be no divisions among you: 
ment.”’ — 1 Cor. 1, 10. 


but that ye be perfectly joined together in the same mind and in the same judg- 


“We have no intention of yielding aught of the eternal, immutable truth of God for the sake of temporal pence, 
tranquility, and unity( which, moreover ,is not in our power to do). Nor would such peace and unity, since it is devised 
against the truth and for its suppression, have any permanency, Still less are we inclined to adorn and conceal a corrup- 
tion of the pure doctrine and manifest, condemned errors. But we entertain heartfelt pleasure and love for, and are on our 
part sincerely inclined and anxious to advance, that unity according to our utmost power, by which His glory remains to 
God uninjured, nothing of the divine truth of the Holy Gospel is surrendered, no room is given to the least error, poor 
sinners are brought to true, genuine repentance, raised up by faith, confirmed in new obedience, and thus justified and 
eternally saved alone through the sole merit of Christ.” — Concluding Statement of the Formula of Concord concerning the 
Requirements of Confessional Fellowship among Lutherans of the Augsburg Confession. Trigl. Cone., p. 1095. 
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TRUTH MAY BE RIDICULED, SCORNED, 
TRAMPLED UNDER FOOT, SCOURGED, 
CROWNED WITH THORNS; BUT IT NEVER 
LOSES ITS MAJESTY. —- Hammarsten. 


@ A Roman View Toward 
Re-Uniting Christendom 


Before us lies One and Holy recently pub- 
lished by Sheed and Ward, 830 Broadway, 
New York. The book contains the lectures 
delivered in 1947 to a large gathering of the 
Una Sancta movement in Stuttgart and Karls- 
ruhe by the noted Roman theologian, Dr. 


Karl Adam, professor-emeritus of dogmatic 
theology at Tuebingen. It discusses the prob- 
lem of re-uniting Catholics and Lutherans in 
Germany to form a united front against god- 
less Communism. (The price of this 130 
page book is $2.00.) 


Dr. Adam begins with the very common 
false assumption that John 17:21 refers to 
the external unity of the so-called visible 
Church, which he falsely regards as the Body 
of Christ. “He (Christ) reproaches us for so 
cruel a wounding of His Holy Body the 
Church, and for letting centuries go by with 
these festering divisions among Christians 
unhealed.” (P. 1.) 
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The Abuses and Excesses of 
Medieval Christendom 


In the first chapter, entitled “The Roots 
of the Reformation,” Dr. Adam draws a color- 
ful picture of the abuses and excesses of 
medieval Christendom: the usurpation of 
authority and moral collapse of the popes, the 
worldliness and immorality of the clergy, 


and the decline of true piety among the 
common people. : 


“Yes, it was night. Had Martin Luther 
then arisen with his marvelous gifts of mind 
and heart, his warm penetration of the 
essence of Christianity, his passionate defi- 
ance of all unholiness and ungodliness, the 
elementary fury of his religious experience, 
his surging, soul-shattering power of speech, 
and not least that heroism in the face of 
death with which he defied the powers of this 


world — had he brought all these magnificent 
qualities to the removal of the abuses of the 
time and the cleansing of God’s garden from 
weeds, had he remained a faithful member 
of his Church, humble and simple, sincere 
and pure, then indeed we should today be 
his grateful debtors. He would be forever 
our great Reformer, our true man of God, our 
teacher and leader, comparable to Thomas 
Aquinas and Francis of Assisi. He would 
then have been the greatest saint of our 
people, the reformer of the Church in Ger- 
many, a second Boniface. But — and here 
lies the tragedy of the Reformation and of 
German Christianity — he let the warring 
spirits drive him to overthrow not merely 
the abuses in the Church, but the Church 
Herself, founded upon Peter, bearing through 
the centuries the successio apostolica. . 
He set up altar against altar and tore in 
pieces the one Body of Christ.” (P. 25-26.) 


Luther’s Spiritual Development 


In the second chapter, entitled “How 
Luther Left the Church,” Dr. Adam treats of 
Luther’s spiritual development. He rightly 
points to Luther’s laboring under the torment- 
ing question: How am J to find a merciful 
God? Yet despite this tension of his soul 
Luther was, according to this Roman theo- 
logian, ‘“‘psychically healthy to the core. In 
everything that he thought, preached and 
wrote Luther betrays a robust vitality, an 
overflowing energy, an inexhaustible origi- 
nality, an elemental creative power which 


raised him far above the level of common 
humanity.” (P. 33.) 


But Dr. Adam contends that in his spir- 
itual development Luther “remained closed 
to the traditional Catholic doctrine of grace 
as represented by the great masters of 
Scholasticism, Albert the Great, Thomas 
Aquinas, and Bonaventure.” He defines this 
Catholic doctrine in these words: “Salvation 
consists in the Grace and Love of Christ, 
merited by the sacrifice of the Cross and 
penetrating fallen man, constantly washing 
away our guilt and supplying us to new life 
in Christ.” (P. 37.) Divine grace, flowing 
from Christ through the sacraments, accord- 
ing to Roman Catholic doctrine is infused 
into men, penetrates them, and thus they are 
just and righteous by virtue of this quality 
within themselves, and being in such a state 
of justice, they have forgiveness of sins. 

Thus, according to Roman teaching, sanc- 
tification precedes, and is included in, justifi- 
cation. Even Thomas Aquinas, the Angelic 


aaeen 
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# octor and Prince of all Roman theologians, 
field that the remission of sins, the end of 
fi justification, “in the order of nature” follows 
“the infusion of grace and the movement of 
Uthe will towards God and away from sin. 
gi Summa Theol. IL. i. q. 118. a. 8.) 

Due to his experience in the tower in 
ie 1512, Luther initiated, what Dr. Adam calls, 
*3/“a fundamental departure from the Catholic 
Nidoctrine of justification.” This conception of 
iS justification finally caused Luther to break 


Ye 
é 


| with the Roman Church, dividing Christen- 
dom into a Catholic and a non-Catholic part. 


Is Reunion Between Catholics and 
Lutherans Possible? 


ae Dr. Adam contends that Catholics and 
va Lutherans have much in common: The 
ig Mystery of the Trinity, the Incarnation, Re- 
} demption by the Cross, Sanctification by 
Baptism, Penance, the Eucharist, and the 
Last Things. “What divides_us is not so 
much what we believe as the various different 
ways in which we take into ourselves and 
realize this one gift of Faith — problems 
about the nature of saving faith, the process 
of justification, the relation between faith 
and sacrament, the teaching, pastoral and 
priestly office of the Church.” (P.55.) He 
furthermore contends that the Augsburg Con- 
{ fession “makes no mention in its first part of 
4; any fundamental dogmatic difference, and in 
fact expressly declares that the whole dispute 
a concerned only with certain abuses.” (P. 
56. ) 

2 This recalls to our mind the words of Dr. 
‘¢ Piepkorn, Una Sancta, Lent, 1946, p. 3: “Of 
kK the pious practices of Lutheranism no less 
%2 than of its doctrines, the Augsburg Confes- 
iy% sion might affirm that they departed in no 
#4 way either from Catholic tradition or from 
4 the tradition of the Roman Church as known 
from its writers.” (Our emphasis) Also the 
peculiar statement of Dr. Graebner’s Prayer 
Fellowship, p. 10, in which he speaks of 
" “Christian bodies agreeing in the funda- 
mentals (including the Catholic Church, see 
Triglotta, p. 460) but differing in other doc- 
trines.” 

Dr. Adam contends that ‘‘wide tracts of 
Luther’s thought were simply Catholic” and 
that many of his doctrines “can bear Catholic 
interpretation.” He even goes so far as to 
state that Luther’s “doctrine of faith and 
grace alone would have had its right place, 
its true significance, within the framework of 
Catholic dogma, so long as he meant by 
‘faith alone’ that faith which is active through 
love. In fact, the phrase ‘salvation by faith 


Ke 


alone’ has never been alien to Catholic the- 
ology.” (P. 59.) A somewhat similar ex- 
pression is found in Una Sancta, Annunci- 
ation of the Blessed Virgin Mary, 1948, p. 
12f: “St. Thomas Aquinas used the term 
‘sola fides’ in one of his Eucharistic hymns a 
quarter of a millennium before Blessed Mar- 
tin Luther defined sola fide (by faith alone). 
‘Not. weighing our merits, but pardoning our 
offenses’ the celebrant has prayed since time 
out of mind in the canon of the Latin mass. 
... Asa matter of fact, there is no doctrine 
of the Reformation that was not already in 
the prayers and the hymns of the medieval 
Church.” 


A Word of Caution 


Here a word of warning is in place, lest 
we be deceived by similar expressions. It is 
simply not true, as Dr. Adam contends, that 
Luther’s “phrase ‘faith alone’ is directly 
aimed only against the Ockamist supposition 
that a man, once he is called to salvation by 
God’s grace, can and must work out his own 
salvation by his own power and his own self- 
mastery .. . But it was not directly aimed 
against that other supposition, that man can 
and must work out his salvation by the power 
of Christ, that all human choice and action 
only becomes salvific when it is caught up. by 
the grace of Christ.” (P.58.) 


It is true, the Scripture doctrine of justi- 
fication by faith alone is found in Bernard 
of Clairvaux and here and there in medieval 
Christendom. But it is not found in Thomas 
Aquinas or in any one of the other great 
masters of Scholasticism. Aquinas defined 
faith as “an act of the intellect assenting to 
the divine truth” or adhering “to the teaching 
of the Church.” As such it ‘can be meritor- 
ious” when “accompanied by charity.” “Char- 
ity is called the form of faith in so far as the 
act of faith is perfected and formed by char- 
ity.” (Swmma Theol. Il, ii, q. 2. a. 9; q. 5. a. 
8; q. 4. a. 8.) As an Augustinian Aquinas 
denied that man can merit “the first grace,” 
(IL. i. g. 114. a. 5), but through the infusion 
of grace, whereby he is transmuted to the 
state of justice, he can “merit eternal life.” 
(q. 114. a. 2.) 


This is the teaching of the Council of 
Trent. “Unless hope and charity be added 
thereto, faith neither unites man perfectly 
with Christ, nor makes him a living member 
of His body.” — “We are said to be justified 
by faith, because faith is the beginning of 
human salvation, the foundation, and the root 
of all Justification . .. We are therefore said 


16 THE CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 


to be justified freely, because that none of 
those things which precede justification — 
whether faith or works — merit the grace it- 
self of justification.” — “If any one saith, that 
justifying faith is nothing else but confidence 
in the divine mercy which remits sins for 
Christ’s sake; or, that this confidence alone is 
that whereby we are justified; let him be 
anathema.” — “If any one saith... that the 
said justified, by the good works which he 
performs through the grace of God and the 
merit of Jesus Christ . . . does not truly merit 
increase of grace, eternal life, and the attain- 
ment of that eternal life... let him be 
anathema.” (Canons and Decrees of the 
Council of Trent, Sess. VI, Decree on Justifi- 
cation, chapt. vii and viii; and can. xii and 
xxxli.) This opens the door to all manner 
of work-righteousness and is the heathen 
doctrine of salvation by works. 

All this is expressly rejected by Luther 
and the Lutheran Church, especially in 
Article IV (II) of the Apology of the Augs- 
burg Confession. (See Triglotta, p. 121; 
esp. p. 153.) The Roman doctrine of justifica- 
tion by the infusion of grace cannot be recon- 
ciled with the Lutheran teaching: God has 
in Christ forgiven all men all their sins. 
Whoever believes the gracious promise of 
God has forgiveness of all his sins. 

Dr. Adam contends that the abuses which 
caused Luther to break with Rome no longer 
exist. “The Council of Trent and the great 
reforming Popes, Pius V, Gregory XII, and 
Sixtus V, finally eradicated the abuses within 
the Church. Not one of Luther’s accusations 
could justly be made today. Even the poli- 
tical dealings of the Roman See with secular 
princes have become impossible.” (P. 72.) 
Again he says: “Since the Council of Trent 
the idea of the Papacy has been tremendously 
spiritualized. It has become strictly religious, 
a Christian, strictly ecclesiastical.” (P. 

Who is so naive as to believe that? 

The whole major premise on which the 
whole book of Dr. Adam is based, namely, 
that “only a determined return to Luther 
himself will make it possible for our separ- 
ated brethren to come home to their Mother 
the Church” (P. 68) is therefore wholly false. 
The theology of Luther is irreconciliable with 
everything that Rome has ever stood for and 
which it stands for to this day. 


How Can Reunion Be Achieved? 


Dr. Adam knows of only one answer: 
Protestants must return to Rome. “To admit 


even the possibility that the final union of 
Christendom could take place other than in 
her and through her would be a denial auQ 
betrayal of her most precious knowledge that 
she is Christ’s own Church. For her there 
is only one true union, reunion with herself.” 
(P. 93.) 

In this connection Dr. Adam then refefs 
to the “apostolic succession” guaranteeing the 
stream of Christian tradition. “From the b8. 
ginning it was the oral teaching of the Apos. 
fles, not its crystallization in the Bible, which 
guaranteed the truth and clarity of the reve. 
lation.” (P. 78.) “The Catholic Church livés 
and breathes in the consciousness that by her 
apostolic succession founded upon Peter she 
stands in that stream of tradition which leads 
straight from Christ through the Apostles 
down to the present day.” (P. 92.) Informed 
Protestants, however, know that it is this so. 
called oral tradition of the Roman Church 
which most outrageously contradicts Holy 
Scripture. Yes, for the most part it teaches 
the very opposite of that which Scripture 
teaches. But all this Protestants must swallow, 
if there is to be union with Rome. 

Does that mean that “the Protestant is 
to abandon and even deny those truths which 
are characteristic of his religion and especially 
dear to him?” Dr. Adam’s answer: “The 
Church can and certainly will reject any 
formula that contradicts any of her dog. 
mas or the spirit of them. But it can never 
be that along with such formulas she will 
judge and condemn the religious experiences 
that lie behind them, so long as these exper- 
iences are genuine, i. e., so long as they have 
their origin in Christ’s message and breathe | 
His Spirit.” (P. 117.) In other words, as long - 
as the dogmas of the Roman Church are not 
touched, divergence in views will be tolerated, 

For such concessions on the part of Prot. 
estants the Catholic Church will then “gener. 
ously and magnanimously” make ‘‘concessions 
in matters of discipline, i.e., in the applica- 
tion of the faith to the current life, in the 
whole field of Church discipline and ecclesi- 
astical practice.” (P. 119.) 

It is in the divine service that the Catholic 
Church can “most richly endow her returning 
children. For the Mass is that supreme 
mystery which brings the one, unrepeatable 
sacrifice of the Redeemer in ritual form into 
our moment, into our here and now.” (P. 
124.) These last words, incidentally, remind 
us of the statement of Rev. von Schenk, Una 
Sancta, St. John the Baptist, 1949, p. 17ff: 
“The remembrance of our Lord at the Com- 
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munion is not a recollection of an event long 
past; it is a bringing of that part right down 
to the present, so that it is present and oper- 
ative now.” 

Rome never changes, and joining forces 
with Rome will not help in the fight against 
godless Communism. Nor is there any need 
to unite with Rome so that the Church of 
Christ may become one. 

The Church is one. “We being many, are 
one body in Christ,” Rom. 12:5. It embraces 
all those who in their heart firmly believe that 
in Christ they have a gracious God, who for 
Christ’s sake forgives them all their sins. 
Against this Church “the gates of hell shall 
not prevail,” Matt. 16:18. Whenever some 
individual is through the Gospel brought to 
faith in his Savior, the Church has gained 
another victory for Christ; one more soul has 
been delivered from the power of darkness 
and has been translated into the kingdom of 
His dear Son, Col. 1:18: Itis true, the 
Church is now in tribulation, often fighting 
for her very existence. But some day, when 
Christ shall return, the Church Militant shall 
become the Church Triumphant and _ shall 
then be crowned with eternal glory. D 


® The Scriptural Doctrine 
Concerning the Church 


One of the basic issues separating Roman- 
ism and Lutheranism and next in importance 
to the doctrine of Justification is the doctrine 
concerning the Church. And it is this doc- 
trine which is also involved in the Liturgical 
Movement. 

Una Sancta, Annunciation of the Blessed 
Virgin Mary, 1948, p. 6, rightly says: “The 
Liturgical Movement is really a seeking and 
a questing for the Church.” Again we read 
in Una Sancta, Advent, 1950, p. 10, “The 
whole plan and purpose of the Liturgical 
Movement is closely connected and identified 
with the doctrine of the Church.” 

_ Since the Liturgical Movement within our 
circles is not in harmony with the Scriptural 
doctrine of the Church, as it has been pro- 
fessed among us these hundred or more years, 
therefore its exponents contend that it is 
necessary to restudy and restate the doctrine 
of the Church. 


“Rethinking and Restating the Doctrine 
of the Church” 


_ In Una Sancta, Advent, 1950, p. 5ff, there 
is an article entitled “Recovering the Doctrine 


of the Church.” Again under the title “The 
Aims and Objectives of the Liturgical Revival 
in the Lutheran Church” we read that “the 
doctrine of the Church needs restudy and 
rethinking ... The Rev. Arthur Hawlicheck 
states: ‘I believe the Church at large must 
restudy the concept of the Church. Such a 
study will lead us (provided we invoke the 
guidance of the Holy Ghost and actually dis- 
abuse our minds of our present morass of 
provincialism) into the true catholic tradi- 
tion.’ The Rev. John Timmerman agrees that 
one of the greatest needs of the Lutheran 
Church is a rethinking and restating of our 
position on ‘the doctrine of the Church, apos- 
tolic in face as well as in word, as a world 
ecclesiastical organization’.” (Una Sancta, 
St. James the Elder, 1947, p. 12.) 

It has rightly been said that if Luther 
would have retained the false, Roman doc- 
trine of the Church, then the whole work of 
the Reformation would have come to naught. 
The true doctrine of the Church first reaily 
unmasked the kingdom of Antichrist. If 
therefore we would properly understand the 
Scriptural doctrine of the Church, as it has 
been formulated by the Lutheran Church, we 
must first consider the Roman doctrine. 


The Roman Doctrine Concerning the Church 


According to Roman theology the one 
holy (the Latin is una sancta) Catholic (we 
Lutherans use the term “Christian” ) Church 
is that external, visible society or organiza- 
tion which embraces all those (be they pious 
or impious) who have received Christian 
Baptism, profess the Roman Catholic faith, 
confess their sins to a priest and go to Mass 
at least once a year, and are subject to their 
own bishops and in a special manner to the 
pope of Rome. 

Romanists contend that there is no salva- 
tion outside of this visible society. In1854 
Pius IX declared: “It is to be held as a 
matter of faith that no one can be saved out- 
side the apostolic Roman Church.” But this 
statement of pope Pius has been explained as 
admitting the possibility of salvation to those 
baptized Protestants who lead a godly life but 
are not members of the Roman Church due 
to their ignorance of the supposedly just 
claims of the Catholic religion. 

Romanists also contend that the Roman 
Catholic Church exclusively possesses four 
distinctive “marks” which are supposed to 
make it the one holy Catholic Church: one- 
ness, holiness, catholicity, and apostolicity. 
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Oneness — it represents the union of all 
faithful under the pope. Holiness — it con- 
tends that it teaches a holy doctrine and that 
it alone offers to men the means to attain true 
holiness. Catholicity — it is spread among 
all nations. Apostolicity — it contends that it 
possesses Apostolic Succession, that is, it 
claims that its episcopal ordinations can be 
traced in an unbroken chain to the Apostles. 

Here we may add that Lutheranism speaks 
of the “attributes” and not of the “marks” 
of the Church in this sense and adds another, 
which it generally places first, namely, the 
attribute of “invisibility.” 


The Lutheran Doctrine of the Church 

Emphatically rejecting the Roman idea 
that the one holy Christian Church is an 
external, visible society, Luther and the Luth- 
eran Church confess that the Christian 
Church on earth embraces all those whom the 
Holy Ghost “calls, gathers, enlightens, sancti- 
fies, and keeps in the one true faith.” (Lu- 
ther’s Explanation of the Third Article.) 
Therefore our synodical Catechism says: 
“The holy Christian Church is the communion 
of saints, that is, the whole number of be- 
lievers in Christ; for all believers, and only 
believers, are members of the Church. (The 
invisible Church.)” Question 175. 

In short, the holy Christian Church em- 
braces all those, and only those, who in their 
heart firmly believe that Christ has made full 
atonement for their sins and trust in Him 
alone for their salvation. 

Of this one Christian Church, and of it 
alone, is it rightly said, that outside of it 
there is no salvation. Jesus clearly says: “He 
He eae not shall be damned,” Mark 
16:16. 

Membership in the one holy Christian 
Church is attained and confirmed only through 
the “pure doctrine of the Gospel and the 
Sacraments” (the “marks” of the Church 
according to the Apology), through which 
alone the Holy Spirit engenders faith and pre- 
serves us in the true faith. Error, the denial 
of any truth of God revealed in His Word, 
always tends to destroy faith and will, if con- 
sistently carried out, always destroy saving 
faith. That some individuals, in spite of 
their denial of divine truth, may remain 
members of the one holy Christian Church 
and may.be saved is due to a happy incon- 
sistency. They for some reason or another 
go so far and no further in their actual denial, 
but by the grace of God they in their hearts 
still firmly hold to those truths by which 
their faith in Christ is preserved. 


But here we must be on our guard, that 
such fortunate inconsistency in some do&s 
not mislead us to minimize and overlook the 
corrupting and destructive force inherent in 
every denial of divine truth. Every denja] 
of any truth of God’s Word will eventually 
destroy saving faith, unless God in His merCy 
prevents such destruction. 


Now in order that men through the 
preaching of the Gospel and the administra. 
tion of the Sacraments may be brought to 
faith in Christ and be edified in such faith, 
God has ordained that believers in a certain 
locality should fellowship in an_ external, 
visible society or congregation and establish 
the Public Ministry of the Gospel in their 
midst. This is the origin of the socalleq 
visible churches or assemblies. 


Doctrinal Purity Enjoined 

In what form and to what extent such 
visible churches or assemblies are constituted 
is a matter of Christian liberty. God, how. 
ever, has directed that all things should be 
done “decently and in order,” I Cor. 14:40, 
He has furthermore enjoined that the Word of 
God be taught in all its truth and purity. “He 
that hath my word, let him speak my word 
faithfully,” Jer. 23:38. “If any man speak, 
let him speak as the oracles of God,” I Pet, 
4:11. “If any preach any other gospel unto 
you than that which we have preached unto 
you, let him be accursed,” Gal. 1:9. Error, 
the denial of God’s Word is not to be toler. 
ated. And that is also true of those who per- 
sist in their denial of God’s truth. “Now I 
beseech you, brethren, mark them which 
cause divisions and offenses contrary to the 
doctrine which ye have learned and avoid 
them,” Rom. 16:17. “If any man teach 
otherwise, and consent not to wholesome 
words, even the words of our Lord Jesus 
Christ . . . from such withdraw thyself,” 
I Tim. 6:3. 5. 


This we cannot emphasize too strongly. 
The outward form, extent, and constitution 
of visible churches is a matter of Christian 
liberty. But doctrinal purity is an absolute 
prerequisite enjoined upon them by God, if 
they are to be well-pleasing to Him. In the 
Church of Christ it is the height of irrever- 
ence and papistical arrogance for any man to 
inject or impose his own words and his own 
ideas. In the Church of Christ only God 
should speak, and all men should bow and 
say with Samuel of old, “Speak, Lord, Thy 
servant heareth.” 
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Why Join a Visible Church? 


Here we must take issue with Mr. Stan- 
gohr, who, thoroughly misled by the false, 
Roman doctrine of the Church, writes: “Now, 
if the Church is invisible, fine. Let it go at 
that. Read the Bible, get faith if the Holy 
Ghost can spare some, hang tight, and hope 
for the best. But, please, don’t at the very 
same time try to talk me into joining some 
visible Church. After all, the Lutheran claim 
is that the true Church of Christ is invisible. 
Well; what other Church would I want to 
belong to but Christ’s? And since that’s 
invisible, the visible churches are of very 
necessity excluded. But all these inconsis- 
tencies escape even Piepkorn. He urges his 
hearers to join ‘A Christian Church that 
loyally .. . teaches the whole will and counsel 
of God’.” (The High Church Lutheran and 
the Catholic, p. 30.) 


If Mr. Stangohr would turn to the old 
Schwan Catechism, which he once studied 
prior to his confirmation in the Lutheran 
faith, he will find on page 101 these words: 
“When do we properly use this doctrine of 
the Church? When we take heed to be and 
remain members of the invisible Church; 
when we, to this end, adhere to the Church 
of the pure Word and confession.” (We 
regret that words italized by us are omitted 
in the new Catechism. ) 


The external, visible fellowship is to be a 
seans through which the Gospel is preached 
in all its purity and the Sacraments are admin- 
istered according to Christ’s institution. 
That is its real and only God-given purpose 
and function here on earth. 


And it is only through the pure doctrine 
of the Gospel that individuals are brought to 
faith in Christ and thus become members of 
the one holy Christian Church. “If ye con- 
tinue in my word, then are ye my disciples 
indeed; and ye shall know the truth, and the 
ruth shall make you free,” John 8:31. 32. 
“My kingdom is not of this world .. . Thou 
sayest I am king. To this end was I born, 
and for this cause came I into the world, that 
I should bear witness unto the truth. Every 
one that is of the truth heareth my voice,” 
John18: 36. 37. 


HERE WE HAVE THE REAL SEAT OF 
INFECTION WITHIN OUR CHURCH TO- 
DAY. MANY WITHIN OUR CIRCLES LOSE 
SIGHT OF THE FACT THAT THE VISIBLE 
CHURCH, THE LOCAL CONGREGATION 
OR THE SYNODICAL ORGANIZATION, IS 
TO BE MERELY A MEANS TOWARDS AN 


END. THUS THE VISIBLE CHURCH OR 
ORGANIZATION HAS TO A GREAT EX- 
TENT BECOME THE END; CHRISTIANITY 
IS LOOKED UPON PRIMARILY AS A THIS- 
WORLD RELIGION, AND THE SYNODICAL 
HAND-BOOK AND CORRECT PROCEDURE 
TAKE THE PLACE OF “THUS SAITH THE 
LORD!” 

The pure doctrine of the Gospel, by which 
alone men are brought to faith in Christ and 
preserved in that faith, is to a great extent 
neglected and even depreciated. But every 
other means is employed to create a larger 
and supposedly more efficient external organ- 
ization or to preserve and maintain an exter- 
nal organization, and many are willing to 
compromise the truth of God’s Word to attain 
that end. 

That many thus neglect and even depre- 
ciate the pure doctrine of the Gospel in our 
midst is due to the fact that many within our 
circles do not firmly hold to the Scriptural 
doctrine concerning the Church but have 
come under the influence of the Roman doc- 
trine and are imbued with its spirit. How this 
false Roman doctrine pervades the whole 
Liturgical Movement — The “Statement” of 
the “44” is part and parcel of this movement; 
many Statementarians and kindred spirits 
are followers of the Liturgical Movement, 
even though they do not fully realize all that 
this movement implies — and how this false 
Roman doctrine is aided and abetted even 
by those who have been especially entrusted 
to guard the truth of God’s Word in our 
midst — that we shall point out in subsequent 
articles. D. 


“THEY WHO HAVE NO EYE AND NO 
HEART FOR THE BACKSLIDING OF THE 
CHURCH WILL NEVER BE ABLE TO PRO- 
MOTE ITS REVIVAL AND EDIFICATION.” 
—  Hengstenberg on the Revelation of St. 
John. (Clark’s Foreign Theological Library, 
XXII, p. 398.) 


@® “Not Orthodox Enough” 


Under the above title a short article 
appeared in the Lutheran Witness in the 
month of October, 1951. This article reads 
as follows: 

“Ever and again it will happen that people in 
a church body will be satisfied that the doctrinal 
basis of their Church is sufficiently well stated in 
the confessions of the Church, but that the mem- 
bers of their church body are not properly adher- 
ing to them. They will be dissatisfied with progress 
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toward correcting real or fancied error in their 
midst and will draw aside into a fellowship of 
their own. 


That bothers many people. They wonder 
whether the confessions of the Church are adequate. 
They wonder whether leaders and people of their 
Church are pure. 

Actually, the problem lies somewhere else. 
There was never a collection of perfect Christians 
(1 John 1:8ff). But Christians are to live together 
in order to help each other overcome their faults, 
whether in behavior or in doctrine (Gal. 6:1ff). 
And when any refuse to carry out that purpose of 
living together in the church, they actually cause 
divisions in the church; they deface and spoil the 
church of God (Rom. 16:17-18). 

Instead of consternation about the goings-on of 
division-makers, let there be a stronger application 
of the task of building up one another in love. 
That’s what we’re here for.” 

Every member of our Church who adheres 
to the Old Missouri doctrine will deeply de- 
plore the un-Scriptural teachings and misuse 
of Scripture in which this Lutheran Witness 
article abounds, and will sincerely resent the 
implied condemnation of action taken by 
orthodox Christians in obedience to God’s 
Word, when they find themselves in persis- 
tently unionistic church bodies. 


Thesis V of A STATEMENT in the 
LUTHERAN WITNESS 


Jt has been several years since the Luth- 
eran Witness, official organ of the Lutheran 
Church-Missouri Synod, has come out with 
a rejection of the Scriptural doctrine of Rom. 
16:17-18 and of its confession in our Brief 


Statement as open and direct as is found in 


the article reprinted above. The position on 
Rom. 16:17-18 and on the teaching of church- 
fellowship expressed in this article is the 
false position of the unretracted “ A State- 
ment.” The fact that this article could appear 
under the censorship of the St. Louis faculty 
clearly proves that those members of our 
Synod who believed that the resolution. 
adopted at the Milwaukee Convention on 
Rom. 16:17-18 and on Church-fellowship had 
“settled” these controverted matters, were 
sadly mistaken. The very same faculty which 
reported by letter to a pastor of the Northern 
Illinois District that it had carefully studied 
the resolution adopted in 1950 at Milwaukee 
on Rom. 16:17-18 and had found itself in full 
agreement with it, has now made itself respon- 
sible in the Lutheran Witness which openly 
confesses the un-Scriptural position on this 
text sponsored by the Statementarians. 

In the Lutheran Witness article quoted 
above it is also claimed that when people 
leave a church body whose confessions are 
orthodox but whose members are not prop- 


‘Synod in the last decade or so. 


erly adhering to them, and draw aside inty 
a fellowship of their own, they thereby 
actually cause sinful divisions in the churey 
by becoming guilty of the division-makin 
mentioned in Rom. 16:17-18. This falge 
interpretation of Rom. 16:17-18 is based upoy 
the wrong assumption, unsupported by the 
text itself, that the words “contrary to the 
doctrine which ye have learned” are to he 
restricted in their meaning and application 
to the doctrine exhorting Christians to main. 
tain peace and unity (?) instead of to the 
entire body of Christian doctrine. 


When people are compelled to leave g 
church body having the right confessions 
which, however, in a unionistic manner, fails 
to correct and remove erroneous teachings 
publicly advocated as they make their appeay. 
ance, such people are actually obeying the 
divine command “avoid them” in Rom. 16:17. 
18, instead of themselves becoming the divi. 
sion-makers against which this text warns, as 
the Lutheran Witness article claims. On the 
other hand, the unionistic church body which 
they were compelled to avoid in obedience to 
God’s command is judged by God as guilty of 
‘making divisions and offenses contrary to 
the doctrine which ye have learned” (Rom, 
16:17) by permitting false doctrine, unre. 
tracted, to be advocated within its fellowship, 
A very clear illustration of how the tolerance 
of false doctrine within a church body with 
the right confessions will invariably cauge 
ugly divisions within the church is the saq 
example of the Lutheran Church-Missouyi 
False doc 
trine, especially when it is allowed to con. 
tinue within a fellowship, always divides the 
Church, while the true Scriptural doctrine 
and obedience to the Lord’s command “avoid 
them” in Rom. 16:17 never does. 


If what this article in the Lutheran 
Witness says were true, then Martin Luther, 
for one, would have to be classed as a division. - 
maker who sinned against Rom. 16:17-18; for 
after he had tried in vain to reform the Roman 
Church from within, he stated repeatedly in 
his writings that he was compelled to avoid the 
Roman Church in obedience to Rom. 16:1'7- 
18, even though at that time the anly accepted 
and recognized confessions of that Church 
were the three true Ecumenical Creeds: the 
Apostles’, Nicene, and Athanasian. I[t must 
be remembered that Roman Catholic doctrine 
was first fixed by the Council of Trent, 1545- 
1563, and therefore our Concordia Cyclopedia, 
p. 769 correctly states that this Council and 
the decrees adopted there “marked the begin- 
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ning of the Roman Catholic sect.” If there- 
fore, what this article stated were Scripturally 
correct, Luther should rather have insisted on 
“carrying out the purpose of living together 
in the church,” since all the confessions of 
the Roman Church during his life-time were 
still Scripturally correct. 


It will certainly have to be admitted, as 
the Lutheran Witness article points out also, 
that no church is ever “a collection of perfect 
Christians,” and that when members of 
a church err in behavior or in doctrine, the 
others should help them to overcome their 
faults, Nor does the mere cropping up of 
errors in a church body rob such a church of 
its orthodox character, for our Brief State- 
ment points out that “a Church does not 
forfeit its orthodox character through the 
casual intrusion of errors, provided these are 
combated and eventually removed by means 
of doctrinal discipline, Acts 20:30; I Tim. 1: 
3,” and Dr. F. Pieper says in Lehre und 
Wehre, XXXVI, 261, that a church body only 
then loses its orthodoxy and becomes union- 
istic, when every erroneous teaching arising 
in its midst is not “stopped in the manner 
prescribed by God as soon as it makes its 
appearance.” 


Members of the 0.L.C£. Division-Makers? 


__ It can hardly be considered entirely coin- 
cidental that this article entitled “Not Ortho- 
dox Enough” should appear in the Lutheran 
Witness at the very time when members of 
Synod were receiving the information that a 
group of men had for conscience reasons 
severed their connections with the corporate 
body of the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod 
to form the Orthodox Lutheran Conference. 
The article seeks to quiet down anyone who 
might become troubled and excited by such 
a development, assuring them that any people 
who would break away from a Church whose 
confessions are right (apparently assuming 
that the “Common Confession” is a “right” 
confession ), must on that account be classed 
as division-makers against whom God’s Word 
warns in Rom. 16:17-18. 


Having attended the meeting in Minnesota 
at which the initial steps were taken for the 
organization of the Orthodox Lutheran Con- 
ference, but without having joined this new 
church organization, the undersigned wishes 
to state as emphatically as he can, that the 
meeting he attended was not a schismatic or 
separatistic meeting, and that the men who 
took this serious step may not be rightfully 


regarded as division-makers. They were men 


who constantly gave evidence of the fact that 
they love the Old Missouri position in doctrine 
and practice, and they stated again and again 
that they were regretfully taking this step 
simply because their consciences were bound 
by such texts as I Cor. 1:10; Rom. 16:17-18; 
and I Tim. 5:22. 

There were chiefly two things which con- 
vinced these men, as they have also convinced 
the undersigned, that the Lutheran Church- 
Missouri Synod, as a corporate body, is no 
longer orthodox. One of these is the undeni- 
able fact that the errors of A Statement have 
been allowed to exist unretracted within our 
fellowship, not only by Synod’s responsible 
officials, but also by the corporate body at its 
1947 and 1950 conventions. Even though 
many congregations and individuals pleaded 
with Synod at both conventions to stop and 
eliminate these erroneous teachings in the 
manner prescribed by God, namely by doc- 
trinal discipline, the corporate body was 
satisfied that guide lines were coming out — 
some of them very unsatisfactory and even 
wrong — and did not require that these errors 
be retracted. According to Dr. F. Pieper’s 
Scriptural definition, such a Church as ours, 
as a corporate body, is unionistic and no 
longer orthodox. 

The second important reason which 
moved the members of the Orthodox Luth- 
eran Conference to take this serious step of 
severing with the corporate body of Missouri 
was the fact that at Milwaukee Synod stated 
that the “Common Confession” according to 
its present wording is “a statement of agree- 
ment on these doctrines between us and the 
American Lutheran Church,” and that this 
document, without changes or amplification, 
“shows that agreement has been achieved in 
the doctrines treated by the two committees.” 
Since what Synod thus agreed to at Milwaukee 
is untruthful, it should be evident to anyone 
that the corporate body of the Lutheran 
Church-Missouri Synod at present stands on 
a false confessional basis. 

In view of these facts, can anyone right- 
fully accuse the brethren who are in the 
process of organizing the Orthodox Lutheran 
Conference of sinful separatism? Is it not 
true that these men left Synod only after 
many years of unfruitful testimony on the 
part of dozens and perhaps hundreds of men? 
Those of us who share their position may not 
be convinced that they must take a similar 
step at this time, but no one has a Scriptural 
right to condemn their action, even as they 
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did not condemn, but, in fact, declared their 
continued fellowship with those of us who 
take a truly protesting position (in statu 
confessionis) over against Synod, though we 
have not joined them in leaving the corpo- 
rate body. We would, in fact, be offending 
against such texts as II John 9-10, I Cor. 1:2, 
and Gal. 2:9 if we were unwilling to treat 
the members of this Orthodox Lutheran Con- 
ference as full brethren in the faith. 


From all that has been stated in this 
article it is evident that the Lutheran Witness 
gave the wrong advice, when it told its 
readers not to be filled with consternation 
when they see people leaving a formerly 
orthodox Church body because it has become 
unjonistic. Such serious developments should 
indeed arouse our feeling, but, of course not 
against men whose consciences and an honest 
evaluation of conditions in the Missouri 
Synod have convinced them that now is the 
time to apply the “avoid them” in Rom. 16: 
17-18. Instead of criticizing the action of 
these men, let us rather realize how truly 
serious the situation brought on in our Synod 
by the continued toleration of false doctrine 
has really become. It may well be that the 
eleventh hour has struck. If so, let us be on 
our guard, lest we be satisfied with vague 
promises about something that “may” be 
done in the future with regard to this serious 
situation, and let us be sure never to accept 
a “solution” that may in reality be nothing 
more than a shameful compromise. Since 
the preservation of God’s holy Word among 
us is involved, the only kind of church body 
that can satisfy us is one in which only the 
true Word of God is publicly taught every- 
where, and in which every erroneous teach- 
ing is stopped and eliminated in the manner 
prescribed by God as soon as it makes its 
appearance. 


A. T. K. 


® God’s Woe Upon False Teachers 


“Woe unto them that call evil good, and 
good evil; that put darkness for light, 
and light for darkness; that put bitter 
for sweet, and sweet for bitter! Woe unto 
them that are wise in their own eyes, and 
prudent in their own sight! — Isaiah 5, 20. 21. 


@ Meeting of Chicago Study Cluh 
November 28-29 


A meeting of the Chicago Study Club ‘vas 
held at Trinity Church, Oak Park, Illinois, on 
November 28-29. The meeting was opeNed | 
with prayer by Rev. Marcus Wagner and was | 
attended by approximately 100 men, moétly 
pastors of the Missouri Synod. 


The first day of this meeting was devoted 
to a discussion of the recently organized 
Orthodox Lutheran Conference. President 
W. H. McLaughlin had been invited for this 
discussion, as had also President Behnken of 
the Missouri Synod, who was accompanied py 
Vice-President Grumm. Chairman H.  W, 
Romoser stated that the purpose of this js. : 
cussion was to answer the question: Is it the 
position of the officials of the Lutheran 
Church—Missouri Synod that fellowship myst 
be denied members of the OLC? President 
McLaughlin was first given the floor and read 
a carefully prepared essay setting forth the 
reasons for organizing the OLC. Issues raised 
by the unretracted 1945 “Statement” of false 
principles of the “44” and the adoption of the 
Common Confession, by a non-unanimoys 
vote, at the Milwaukee convention of the 
Missouri Synod in 1950 were given as the 
chief reason for the step which OLC men 
have taken. It was stated that this group has 
severed its affiliation with the corporate body 
of the Missouri Synod, but recognizes the fact 
that it continues to be in actual confessional 
fellowship with those within the Missouri 
Synod who are protesting current errors in 
doctrine and practice; in other words, with 
those who are giving evidence of recognition 
of the fact that they are in a “state of con- 
fession,” that is, in circumstances demanding 
from them a public confession of their faith 
in points at issue and rejection of correspond- 
ing error. This is the historic meaning of the 
term in statu confessionis aS used by the 
Lutheran Church. 


President Behnken was very hesitant 
about making any statement at all in this 
matter, but after much urging finally con- 
sented to read a brief prepared statement 
after the noon-luncheon hour. The gist of - 
his statement, which was then read, is that 
the secession of the OLC “leaves no other 
alternative than regretfully to say that we 
can no longer regard this body as being in 
fellowship with us.” There was no acknowl 
edgment of any blame on the part of the Mis- 
souri Synod officials present, or of the Mis: | 
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souri Synod itself as a corporate body, for the 
step which these brethren believe themselves 
to have been compelled to take; no admission 
of the existence of any cause of division and 
offense driving them to separation. The 
statement “no other alternative” precludes 
any such admission as certainly would make 
it possible for these brethren to discuss 
grievances at issue and prepare the way for 
a possible reconciliation, — unless indeed the 
“regretfully” in the statement is to be under- 
stood as referring to the Presidium’s own 
action and inaction in the serious circum- 
stances confronting us. In such a case we 
would of course want a much plainer state- 
ment than that which has been given. Various 
individuals rose to speak to this point. A 
typical statement is the following: “I regret 
that the men who represent the corporate 
body here are not willing to go into the cor- 
rection of the facts that caused these men to 
take this step, before making this statement 
to us or to anyone else.” The charitable hope 
was expressed by various spokesmen that the 
Missouri Synod itself would eventually take 
a different position from that taken in the 
declaration of President Behnken and Vice- 
President Grumm in Chicago on November 28. 


One of the pastors present announced that 
his congregation had adopted a formal reso- 
lution declaring itself in fellowship with 
brethren of the OLC, who believe, teach, and 
confess what we believe, teach, and confess. 
This congregation, while remaining within 
the Missouri Synod, has declared that it is 
convinced that it would be doing wrong if it 
followed a different course. The resolution 
was based on Holy Scripture, and documen- 
tary proof was offered showing that it is in 
harmony with the position of our fathers. 
This pastor wanted to know whether it is now 
the position of President Behnken that this 
congregation will have to be dealt with by 
Synodical officials because of this resolution. 
The question was repeated perhaps half a 
dozen times at different points in the meeting. 
But Dr. Behnken simply ignored it. In this 
connection Rev. Martin Piehler, D. D., made 
the following interesting revelation: ‘There 
are in the Missouri Synod men who are 
ecumenically minded; you may call them 
liberal, and I agree with you. These men 
contend that we are separating ourselves and 
are not preaching the Gospel in and out of 


season as we should. There is a possibility 
and almost a probability that a few of these 
men will do what the OLC men did, organize 
a conference of their own and still maintain 
that there are men in the Missouri Synod 
with whom they could keep fellowship.” To 
which we would reply: that is just the kind 
of thing to be expected under the kind of 
policy that is being practiced under the 
present presidium. 

We shall reproduce in full the very 
touching remarks of one brother as they are 
contained in the twenty-plus page steno- 
graphic report of the meeting of November 
28 which lies before us: “I have never asked 
for the floor before. I am just an average 
Missouri Synod pastor. I don’t think I have 
been labeled as liberal or ultra-conservative. 
I am no signer of any statement. As such I 
am speaking as an average Missouri Synod 
pastor. —- I have viewed with alarm the 
developments of the last decade in our 
synod. We have seen in our synod a duplica- 
tion of what has happened in the Christian 
Church time and time again in connection 
with toleration of error, — first toleration; 
then equal rights; and finally the supremacy. 
All of that, because no decisive action was 
taken against error in the beginning. With 
all due respect for the Presidium of the Mis- 
souri Synod — and may I admit a lot of per- 
sonal admiration — and also in the hope of 
being able to put faith in the various districts 
which should take action, yet we have seen 
compromise instead of decisive action; vacil- 
lation instead of taking action against those 
who believed and taught error, some of which 


is deposited in public documents. Now we 
have arrived at a sorry mess — the con- 
servatives are leaving the Missouri Synod 
while the liberals are in the nest. — There 


-are so many others who have been deeply 


agitated by the lack of decisive action or in- 
action that we are all wondering how long 
we can retain our membership in Synod. It 
may be true that these men (the members of 
the OLC are meant — editor) acted hastily; 
that they were unwise and went off the deep 
end. But when a person’s conscience is 
crushed, when all protests are of no avail, 
when we see error getting equal rights, when 
we see the fountainhead of our seminaries 
soiled with the error that is being tolerated 
there, and that is being propagated through 
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our official organ and other organs, I believe 
that the brethren of the OLC are deeply hurt 
and deeply grieved. We cannot see anything 
else but a realignment of the forces for 
orthodox Lutheran teaching and preaching. 
That realignment may become a very strong 
trend. The beginning has been made. God 
only knows what the end may be. I only 
hope that the officials will see the handwrit- 
ing on the wall and take the necessary action 
now. I think there is still time to heal the 
breaches in the wall of Zion.” 

That the Presidium and other responsible 
officials have failed to put our synodical 
house in order, that there has been long-con- 
tinued inaction where action without delay is 
called for, and that this is the real root of our 
present troubles, was one of the most gen- 
erally expressed convictions at this meeting. 

Vice-President Grumm, who was the last 
speaker, stated in his closing remarks: “I 
like the courtesy you have shown us today.” 


The club will meet again on February 
6-7, at its usual meeting place, Trinity 
Church in Oak Park. President Behnken 
promised to be present on one of these days 
to read a reply to President McLaughlin’s 
essay. The Missouri Synod’s committee on 
doctrinal unity also agreed to be present, in 
order to discuss the Common Confession. 

P. H. B. 


@® Unionism Marches On 


Coi. Martin Poch (Missouri Synod), chief 
of air force chaplains in Europe, recently 
conducted a Communion service attended by 
25 Lutheran Army and Air Force chaplains 
and civilian pastors from the United States 
gathered for a semi-annual retreat in a 
Bavarian mountain resort. The group con- 
sisted of pastors from the member bodies of 
the National Lutheran Council and from the 
Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod. 

Lutheran Standard (ALC), January 12, 
1952, p. 12. (Heading ours.) 


@ An Old and Vain Strategem 
in the Conflict of the Ages 


Almost a century ago, Dr. E. W. Hengsten- 
berg, commenting on the words of Christ in 
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John 10, 35, “the Scripture cannot be | 
broken,” wrote: “It may be argued that | 
minor infractions in purely external things” — 
(by “purely external things” Hengstenberg 
means “purely external things” contained jin 
Holy Scripture, such as geographical and 
chronological matters and matters of termi | 
nology as over against “doctrine” more prop- 
erly speaking, as we shall see in a moment) 
“are to be excluded through this ‘Scripture 
cannot be broken.’ But it is in truth hot 
‘isolated geographical and _ chronological 
issues that are at stake in the conflict of the 
ages. These are only shoved into the fore- 
ground in order to prepare a place of free 
play for dissent from Scripture in more im- 
portant matters.” (Commentary on the Gog- 
pel according to St. John, original German 
edition, Vol. II, 1862, p. 192; our emphasis, ) 


Hengstenberg goes on rightly to say: “But 
the Lord forbids dissent here as decidedly ag 
this is at all possible. He appeals to the in- 
violability of Scripture not in a fundamental 


and essential doctrine, but in a secondary | 


matter, with reference to a mere manner of © 


expression, — namely, that God Himself in 
Psalm 82 in an improper sense of the word 
calls men who are in positions of authority 
‘gods’ because of their divine functions ag 
those to whom His ‘word,’ His mandate had 
come, Rom. 13, 1.” 


It is indeed an old and vain strategem 
that is employed when modernistically in- 
clined or indifferent Lutherans shove “minor” 
matters into the foreground as they engage 
with us in the conflict of the ages, the conflict 
over God’s Word. 


That is what Dr. Walther and his asso- 
ciates had to emphasize over against the Iowa 
Synod and its modern theory of Open Ques- 
tions. (Cp. Lehre und Wehre, XIV, footnote, 
p. 107f.) That is what we must emphasize 
over against the modernism of the United 
Lutheran Church, the American Lutheran 
Church, and the false contentions of errorists 
in our own midst like Dr. Arndt and the 
theology of the “44” generally as documented 
in their 1945 Chicago Statement and taught 
and practiced to this day among us. (Com- 
pare, e. g., the editorial “Not Orthodox 
Enough” in the Lutheran Witness, October 
16, 1951, p. 345.) 


Standing on the impregnable rock of 
God’s Word, we shall continue to assert over 
against all such error that “the Scripture 
cannot be broken!” 

P. H. B. 
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PUBLISHED IN THE INTEREST OF LUTHERAN UNITY 


MOTTO: 
that there be no divisions among you: 
ment.” — 1 Cor. 1, 10. 


“Now I beseech you, brethren, by the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that ye all spenk the same thing, and 
but that ye be perfectly joined together in the same mind and in the same judg- 


“We have no intention of yielding aught of the eternal, immutable truth of God for the sake of temporal peace, 


tranquility, and unity( which, moreover ,is not in our power to do). 


Nor would such pence and unity, since it is devised 


against the truth and for its suppression, have any permanency. Still less are we inclined to adorn and conceal a corrap- 
tion of the pure doctrine and manifest, condemned errors, But we entertain heartfelt pleasure and love for, and are on our 
part sincerely inclined and anxious to advance, that unity according to our utmost power, by which Wis glory remains to 
God uninjured, nothing of the divine truth of the Holy Gospel is surrendered, no room is givon to tho lenst error, poor 
sinners are brought to true, genuine repentance, raised up by faith, confirmed in new obedience, and thus justified and 
eternally saved alone through the sole merit of Christ.” — Concluding Statement of the Formula of Concord concerning the 


Nequirements of Confessional Fellowship among Lutherans of the Augsburg Confession, Trigl. Cone., p. 1095. 
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@ UNA SANCTA’S False, 


Un-Scriptural Doctrine 
of the Church 


lL. THE “INVISIBILITY” OF THE CHURCH 


The false, un-Scriptural conception of the 
Church, found in the Liturgical Movement, 
reveals itself in Una Sancta’s conception of 
the Church. It consists, first of all, in sub- 
verting the doctrine of the “invisibility” of 
the Church and in confusing the so-called 
visible Church with the invisible Church. | 

This inevitably leads to the further un- 
Scriptural teaching that hypocrites: and un- 


godly men are included among the members 
of the one holy Christian Church. Thereby 
the Scriptural truth that the one holy Chris- 
tian Church embraces all those, and only 
those, who in their heart firmly believe that 
Christ has made full atonement for their sins 
and trust in Him alone for their salvation, 
is clearly denied. 

However, since Una Sancta’s false teach- 
ing in this respect is but part and parcel of 
the false doctrine of the Church now openly 
being espoused and held by certain leaders 
within our synod, therefore, in order to 
receive a true picture of the whole situation, 
we do well if we first consider the position of 
these synodical leaders in this matter. 
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Questioning the “Invisibility” of the Church 


Question 176 of our synodical Catechism 
reads: “Why do you say, ‘I believe’ in the 
Church? I say, I believe in the Church — 
Because the Church is invisible, since no man 
can look into another’s heart and see whether 
he believes.” As proof-text the Catechism 
cites Luke 17:20,21 and 2 Tim. 2:19. 


This Scriptural truth is now openly being 
undermined and questioned in our Synod. 
In the April, 1950, issue of the American 
Lutheran Dr. Jaroslav Pelikan of Concordia 
Seminary wrote: “The doctrine of a visible 
and an invisible Church must be seen as a 
serious effort to come to terms with and to 
formulate both aspects of Lutheranism’s 
struggle to discover the nature of the Church 

. . The incongruities of such terminology 
would seem to make another formulation 
desirable.” (Cf. Confessional Lutheran, 1950, 


p. 88.) Dr. F. E. Mayer of Concordia Sem. 
inary says: “The use of Luke 17:20f ahnq 
2 Tim. 2:19 as prooftexts for the ‘invisibility 
of the Church’ is subject to serious qu&s- 
tions.” (Concordia Theological Monthly, 1950, 
p. 530.) The following was sent through the 
President’s office by the author of the Presj- 
dent’s theses on “The Doctrine of the Church” 
and has not been recalled to this day: “To: 
prove the Church to be invisible on the basis 
of Luke 17:20 is in my opinion an unwarranht- 
ed use of this text... It is granted without 
a moment’s hesitation that the Church ig 
invisible for the reason that no unbelievery 
knows the true nature of the Church, nor 
does any Christian know the exact number 
of believers.” (Cf. Confessional Lutheran, 
1951, p. 4.) 

Here we have not only a false conception 
of the “invisibility” of the Church — ag 
though any one could be absolutely certain 
of any other person beside himself whether 
or not he is a true believer — but also a 
questioning and subverting of the Scriptural- 
ness of the assertion of the Brief Statement, 
the official confession of the Missouri Synod 
re-affirmed at the Chicago Convention in 1947, 
which reads as follows: “Since it is by faith 
in the Gospel alone that men become mem- 
bers of the Christian Church, and since this 
faith cannot be seen by men, but is knowy 
to God alone, 1 Kings 8,39; Acts 1,24; 2 Tim, 
2,19, therefore the Christian Church is invis- 
ible, Luke 17,20, and will remain invisible 
till Judgment Day, Col. 3,3.4.” (Par. 25.) 


The “Visible Side” of the “Invisible” Chureh 


According to Roman theologians the 
Church consists of the fellowship of outward 
signs. Bellarmin defines the Church as “the 
company of men who are joined in the pro- 
fession of the same Christian faith and in 
mutual participation of the same sacraments.” 
This conception of the Church is expressly 
rejected by the Apology in the words: “The 
Christian Church consists not only in fellow: 
ship of outward signs, but it consists especially 
in inward communion of eternal blessings in 
the heart, as of the Holy Ghost, of faith, of 
the fear and love of God.” (Triglotta, p. 227.) 

But, thoroughly misunderstanding these 
words of the Apology, Iowan theologians have 
always falsely contended that their peculiar 
notion of the Church’s being invisible and 
visible at the same time was Symbolized in 
these words. They have contended that the 
fellowship in outward signs (the use of the 
means of grace) is the visible side of the 
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Church and that the inward communion of 
the Holy Ghost and of faith is its invisible 
side. In consequence, they have also con- 
tended that the use of the means of grace 
must be included when defining the essence 
of the Church, when answering the ques- 
tion, what the Church is, or, of what the 
Church consists. The full import of this 
teaching is that all those who use the means 
of grace — and this of course includes also 
hypocrites and ungodly men — are members 
of the holy Christian Church, the Communion 
of Saints. (Cf. Statement by Dr. Reu at the 
Lutheran World Convention in Paris in 1935, 
quoted in the Confessional Lutheran, 1945, 
p. 119.) 


Missouri’s Rejection of Such False Teaching 


Dr. A. L. Graebner has well said, “A vis- 
ible thing may in a sense have an invisible 
side, a side hidden from view for the time 
being. But a visible side of an invisible thing 
is nonsensical, a contradictio in appositio.” 
(Theo. Quart., VI, 1902, p. 6.) And in Lehre 
und Wehre, 50, 1904, p. 443f, Dr. Stoeckhardt 
has pointed out that this peculiar Iowan 
notion is “unbiblical, contrary to the Confes- 
sions, and down-right absurd” and may be- 
come “very detrimental to the faith and the 
congregation of believers.” 

In its Brief Statment the Missouri Synod 
rejects the expression “the visible side” of 
the Church and expressly states that, even 
though the Church is created and preserved 
through the means of grace, “the means of 
grace are not for that reason a part of the 
Church; for the Church in the proper sense 
of the word consists only of believers, Eph. 
2,19.20; Acts 5,14.” (Par. 25.) The Missouri 
Synod states that the doctrine of the Church, 
and that implies the difference in this doc- 
trine, is not to be included “in the number 
of open questions,” that is, that the difference 
on this point is Church divisive or divisive 
of church fellowship. (Par. 44.) 

In the face of Par. 44 of the Brief State- 
ment the St. Louis convention of 1938 could 
hardly say that this difference in the 
doctrine of the Church was not divisive of 
church fellowship, or, as the American Church 
put it, “not disruptive of church fellowship.” 
(This has always been the position of the 
Iowan theologians; cf. e. g., Lehre und Wehre, 
50, 1904, p. 443.) Committee 16, however, 
used the enigmatic expression that “a devia- 
tion in the doctrine need not be divisive of 
church fellowship.” Then, to, justify this 
concession, it misused a pronouncement of 


‘ 


Dr. Walther in 1866, in which he declared 
only in which sense of the word “essence” he 
was willing to include Word and Sacraments 
in the “essence” of the Church, namely, if 
the word “essence” be understood in the 
sense of that “without which the Church can- 
not come into and remain in existence.” But 
Committee 16 failed to inform the convention 
that the Iowan theologians had always rejected 
the Missouri position that Word and Sacra- 
ments are included only in that sense of the 
word “essence;” that they insisted that Word 
and Sacraments must be included also when 
using the word “essence” in the sense of that 
of what a thing consists, that what a thing is. 
Yet even the 1938 Resolutions did not give 
the American Lutheran Church a clean bill 
of health on this score. It was resolved, 
“That in regard to the propriety of speaking 
of ‘the visible side of the Church’ we ask our 
Committee on Lutheran Union to work to this 
end that uniform and Scripturally acceptable 
terminology and teaching be attained.” (Pro- 
ceedings, 1938, p. 230, 232.) 


Note the words “Scripturally acceptable 
terminology and teaching.” If these words 
mean anything, they imply that even in the 
opinion of Committee 16 the expression “the 
visible side of the Church” and “‘to speak of 
the visible side of the Church when defining 
its essence, if by this visible side nothing else 
is meant than the use of the means of grace” 
is not Scripturally acceptable terminology 
and teaching. 


Presidium and St. Louis Faculty: “No False 
Doctrine Implied” 


The Advisory Committee on Doctrine and 
Practice has now gone a step further. In its 
Report to the Presidium on Memorial 609 
(Proceedings, 1950, p. 590ff) it declares: 
“The Visible Side of the Church. We agree 
with the essay that this is a matter of termi- 
nology. There is no false doctrine implied.” 
(Report of ACDP, p. 38.) In his intro- 
ductory letter Dr. J. W. Behnken writes of 
this report: “The Praesidium, upon receipt of 
the Committee’s report, gave careful thought 
and study to it and came to the conclusion 
to accept it, to make it its own... . Dr. Wil- 
liam Arndt, the author of the essays in ques- 
tion, the Faculty of Concordia Seminary in 
St. Louis, Mo., and the Presidents of the Dis- 
tricts that heard and accepted the essays 
wholeheartedly consent to this report of the 
Praesidium.” 
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Thereby the Presidium and the St. Louis 
Faculty in effect repudiate all that Missouri 
has ever taught and confessed in this matter. 


The President’s Theses on the 
Doctrine of the Church 

In the letter accompanying his theses on 
“The Doctrine of the Church,” the President 
of Synod wrote: ‘These theses deal with a 
subject about which there has been some con- 
fusion .. . We must differentiate between 
the visible and the invisible Church. Not 
everything said about the invisible Church 
can be applied to the visible Church, and 
vice versa.” 

That was the original correct position of 
the President of Synod. But love for the 
truth of God’s Word compels us to say (we 
do so, not in order to wound any one person- 
ally, but that the truth of God may prevail 
in our midst) that the position of the Presi- 
dent has gradually deteriorated. It is also 
a sad yet true fact that the theses sent out 
by the President of Synod have added to the 
confusion in our midst. 

On October 18-19, 1949, at Sycamore, IIli- 
nois, the question was being discussed: “Is 


it contrary to Scripture to speak of a visible 


manifestation of the one holy Christian 
Church?” (This is an assertion found on page 
10 of “The Doctrine of the Church.) When 
the essayist, Professor Siegbert Becker of 
River Forest, had read about half of his paper, 
in which he affirmed the above question, the 
President of Synod announced to the confer- 
ence that the author of the theses had with- 
drawn the controverted statement and that 
a correction (which the President quoted to 
the conference) would be sent to the clergy 
of Synod. In his Triennial Report to the 
Milwaukee Convention the President of Synod 
reported concerning the theses sent out by 
him, that in instances they were criticized 
and changes were requested. He promised, 
‘For the sake of greater clarity and correct 
understanding the authors will make some 
changes and these will be presented.” (Pro- 
ceedings, 1950, p. 13.) 

Now the Advisory Committee on Doctrine 
and Practice — and the whole Presidium 
and St. Louis Faculty subscribe to this Report 
—— declares: “If by the expression ‘there is 
a visible manifestation of the invisible 
Church’ is meant the same as ‘the visible 
side of the Church,’ then there is no false 
doctrine involved.” (Report of ACDP, p. 39.) 

At the same pastoral conference there was 
also discussion on the words of the same 
theses, ‘The local congregation as it appears 


is not the ecclesia, and the attributes of the 
ecclesia can be ascribed to the local congre. 
gation only by a figure of speech.” It was 
pointed out, since “‘invisibilitv” is an “attri. 
bute” of the ecclesia, then, if “the attributes 
of the ecclesia can be ascribed to the loca] 
congregation by a figure of speech,” invis- 
ibility could be ascribed to the visible loca] 
congregation by a figure of speech. Then 
the local congregation would be visible ang 
invisible at the same time. That, of course, 
would be utterly absurd. 

Our Church has rightly taught that the 
term “church” (ecclesia) can be ascribed to 
the local congregation by a figure of speech, 
that is, a local congregation, in which hypo- 
crites and nominal or sham Christians are 
“mixed” with true believers, may be called 
a “church” because of the true believers in 
it. But our Church has never taught that the 
attributes of the Church may be ascribed to 
the local congregation by a figure of speech, 
That is neo-Lutheran theology. And that 
theology, as we shall point out in subsequent 
articles, is the heart and soul of the whole 
false, unScriptural teaching now plaguing our 
Church. 

In attempting to uphold the wholly false 
and untenable assertion of his theses, that 
“the attributes of the ecclesia can be ascribed 
to the local congregation only by a figure of 
speech,” the President of Synod then made 
the statement: “We do not declare invisibility 
to be an attribute of the Church.” (Cf the . 
statement quoted in Proceedings, 1950, p. 
588. 

ih full agreement with this statement of 
the President, Una Sancta simply ignores the 
attribute of “invisibility.” Using the Roman 
terminology, Una Sancta, Advent, 1950, p. 8, 
says: “The four marks (of the Church ) are: 
unity, holiness, catholicity, and apostolicity .. . 
The Liturgical Movement seeks to exalt these 
marks.” Note that there is here no mention 
of the “invisibility” of the Church! 


The One Holy Christian Church — 
The Body of Christ 

According to Roman teaching that visible, 
external society which is under the jurisdic- 
tion of the pope is the body of Christ. The 
impious are regarded as “dead” members of 
the Church. (In the April, 1950, issue of the 
American Lutheran Dr. Pelikan of Concordia 
Seminary speaks of “dead cells” in the 
“Church, the body of Christ.” Cf. Confes- 
sional Lutheran, 1950, p. 88.) 

This false doctrine of the Church is ex- 
pressly repudiated by the Lutheran Church 
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in the words: “This Church alone is called 
the Body of Christ, which Christ renews sanc- 
tifies and governs by His Spirit: Wherefore 
those in whom Christ does not act are not 
members of Christ. This, too, the adversaries 
acknowledge, namely, that the wicked are 
dead members of the Church.” (Triglotta, 
p. 227.) 


Our synodical Catechism, under Question 
175, cites as proof for the statement that all 
believers, and only believers. are members 
of the holy Christian Church, “As we have 
many members in one body . . . so we, being 
many, are one body in Christ,’ Rom. 12:4-5, 
and “If any man have not the Spirit of Christ, 
he is none of His,” Rom. 8:9. 


Confusing the Visible and the 
Invisible Chureh 


The invisible Church, the congregation of 
all true believers, is one and cannot be 
divided. A person is either a true believer 
and as such a member of the body of Christ, 
or he is not a believer, and as such has no 
part in Christ. Hence though there may be 
defections from the body of Christ, there 
can be no “divisions” in the body of Christ. 
When men therefore speak of divisions in the 
body of Christ, they confuse the visible with 
the invisible Church and falsely regard the 
former as the body of Christ. This was done, 
for example, in the Lutheran Witness, 1945, 
p. 278 and 1944, p. 51. 


This same false teaching is also repeated 
again and again in Una Sancta. Rev von 
Schenk speaks of “divisions in the Holy Body 
of Christ.” (Una Sancta, Easter, 1946, p. 17.) 
Rev. A. Hawlicheck writes, “What else does 
the host cry out than the love of God to make 
one the broken body.” (Una Sancta, Trinity, 
1946, p. 4.) Again we read, “We confess 
before Thee our sin in the division ot Thy 
Church whereby the body of Christ has been 
divided .. . We beseech Thee that Thou 
wouldst graciously forgive us, that we have 
divided Thy Holy Church, the body of Christ.” 
(Una Sancta, Trinity, 1946, p. 6.7) Other 
examples could be cited. Incidentally, this 
same false teaching also found its way into 
the columns of the Lutheran Witness, 1947, 


p. 29. 
The Common Source 


The doctrinal aberrations which have of 
late appeared in the Lutheran Witness have 
more than a casual connection with the Litur- 
gical Movement. This was called to our 
attention years ago by the late Dr. Hult of 
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Augustana Seminary, who at first could not 
understand how such a movement could 
thrive within the Missouri Synod. He then 
wrote to one of the editors of the Lutheran 
Witness and then, as he said, his eyes were 
opened. 


Furthermore, Una Sancta, Advent, 1950, p. 
5, tells us that “the Liturgical revival was 
born in the soul” of Wilhelm Loehe. Steffens 
in Ebenezer (1922), p. 151, points out that 
there was not only a marked affinity between 
Stephan, Grabau, and Loehe in the doctrine 
of the Church and the Ministry, but that 
“they had great enthusiasm for liturgical 
forms.” In Lehre und Wehre, 54 (1908), p. 
156ff it is pointed out how far Loehe wandered 
into the Roman camp after his break with his 
own disciples within the Missouri Synod. 
Loehe regarded the Lutheran Liturgy as a 
beautiful broken-off column and sought to 
restore it along lines of the Ancient Liturgies. 
He exalted the Sacrament of the Altar above 
that which is proper and even endeavored to 
introduce Extreme Unction into the Lutheran 
Church. In 1860 he published “Rosenmonate 
heiliger Frauen,” a book in which he repeated 
the many absurd and impossible stories and 
miracles of Roman saints found in the Roman 
breviary and other Roman sources. He he!d 
up these supposed saints as an example to 
follow and urged especially the deaconesses 
at Neuendettelsau to read his book “in the 
early morning, before beginning their daily 
work.” * Loehe himself repeatedly says that 
the Romanists expected him to become a con- 
vert to Romanism and that he received letters 
to that effect almost daily. 


It was Loehe’s peculiar doctrine of the 
Church and the Ministry which caused the 
break between him and the Missouri Synod 
and which led to the formation of the former 
Iowa Synod, which has always held that the 
one holy Christian Church is invisible and 
visible at the same time. To this day the 
American Lutheran Church contends that “to 
speak of a visible side of the Church when 
defining its essence . . . is not false doctrine 
if by this visible nothing else is meant than 
the use of the means of grace.” (Declaration, 
III.) And now the Presidium of the Missouri 
Synod and the St. Louis Faculty agree with 
the American Lutheran Church, “There is no 
false doctrine implied.” 


* In the latest issue of Una Sancta, St. Nicholas, 1951, p. 2ff 
Dr, Piepkorn offers propers for the festival of St. Nicholas, 
After repeating various “legends” and “legendary miracles,” 
Dr, Piepkorn concludes: “December 6 might well be kept 
with a children’s service at which all the children on the 
parish cradle roll are remembered by name in a special prayer 
during the Great Intercession.” 


30 THE CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 


The doctrinal aberrations found in the 
Liturgical Movement, — most of the leaders 
among the signers of A Statement are adher- 
ents of this movement — in the Lutheran 
Witness and elsewhere in our circles, as well 
as in the American Lutheran Church, all stem 
from the same source — a false, Roman con- 
ception of the one holy Christian Church. If 
consistently carried out, these aberrations will 
inevitably lead into the Roman camp and to 
a denial of the Scriptural truth that the 
Church in the proper sense of the term is 
invisible and will remain invisible till Judg- 
ment Day, and that the one holy Christian 
Church, the Communion of Saints, embraces 
all believers and only believers in Christ. 
These doctrinal aberrations give the lie to the 
words of Christ, “My kingdom is not of this 
world,” John 18:36. D. 


© A Resolution of Fellowship 


November 17, 1951 
The Rev. W. H. McLaughlin, MST 
984 Lilac Street 
Pittsburgh 17, Pennsylvania 
Dear Pastor McLaughlin: 


At a regular meeting of our congregation held 
on October 14, 1951, Trinity Lutheran congregation 
of Crete, Illinois, unanimously adopted the follow- 
ing Resolution: 


WHEREAS, our congregation holds firmly to the 
Scriptural doctrine and practice of Old Missouri, 
and has openly rejected the false teachings which 
in late years are publicly advocated by many mem- 
bers of the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod (see 
Memorials addressed by this congregation to the 
1947 and 1950 conventions of Synod); and 


WHEREAS, our congregation occupies a protesting 
position over against the continued toleration of 
false doctrine in the Lutheran Church-Missouri 
Synod (see Memorial 614, 1950 Proceedings), and 
has notified the Missouri Synod of its rejection 
and disavowal of the action of the 1950 convention 
in “adopting” the Common Confession; and 
WHEREAS, the brethren who severed their mem- 
bership with the corporate body of the Lutheran 
Church-Missouri Synod on September 25 and 26 to 
form a new church-body called “The Orthodox 
Lutheran Conference” occupy the position in doc- 
trine and practice which our congregation holds, 
and felt compelled for conscience reasons to take 
this step in order not to “become partakers of 
other men’s sins,” 1 Timothy 5:22; and 
WHEREAS, The Orthodox Lutheran Conference 
has declared itself in continued fellowship with 
that portion of the Synodical Conference which 
still holds to the full truth of God’s Word and 
holds a protesting position over against the con- 
tinued toleration of error in the Missouri Synod 
and rejects the Common Confession adopted in 
1950 at Milwaukee; and 

WHEREAS, God’s Word requires that we treat as 
full brethren all those whom we know to be fully 
united with us in Scriptural doctrine and practice, 
Gal. 2:9; 1 Cor. 1:2; and 


WHEREAS, our congregation would become guilty 
of a serious sin against God’s will if it were 
unwilling to treat the members of the Orthodox 
Lutheran Conference as full brethren in the faith, 
3 John 9.10; therefore be it — 
RESOLVED, that we acknowledge with gratituds 
to God the complete unity of doctrine and practice 
which exists between our congregation and the 
members of the Orthodox Lutheran Conferencé, 
and that we declare our readiness, in obedience 
to God’s Word, to practice the fellowship which 
God’s Word requires where such unity exists, being 
determined not to give up this position unless it 
were shown to be contrary to God’s Word. We 
further declare our readiness to do everything we 
can both singly as a congregation or in groub 
action to try to persuade Synod and its officials to 
now begin to take such action as, with God’s bless- 
ing, could still bring about a complete purging of 
the leaven of false doctrine which by this time 
has begun to leaven the whole lump of the Church, 
We pledge our wholehearted support to any official 
of Synod who declares his determination to try to 
bring about such necessary reformation of the 
Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod and immediately 
begins to take decisive Scriptural action in that 
direction. 
Yours in Christ Jesus, our Savior, 
Trinity Lutheran Church, 
Crete, Illinois 
(Signed:) A. T. Kretzmann, Pastor 
William J. Brase, Chairman 
Rob’t. E. Piepenbrink, Secretary 


Comment 


The above resolution, sent to me by the 
Secretary of Trinity congregation, Crete, 
Illinois, outlines precisely the Scriptural prin- 
ciples applying to fellowship between the 
members of the Orthodox Lutheran Confer- 
ence, who have withdrawn from the corporate 
body of the Missouri Synod, and their breth- 
ren in the Faith who still hold protesting 
membership in that corporate body, which 
are accepted by the Orthodox Lutheran Con- 
ference. 

Let no one brush aside this Scripturally 
well grounded statement with the remark that 
it represents a form of “‘selective fellowship.” 
Until that term of recent coinage has been 
more accurately defined by those who make 
use of it, we, who do not make use of it, may 
be excused from defending ourselves against 
the implications of that term, while we direct 
our attention to the vastly more important 
consideration of the Scriptural principles of 
church-fellowship and the practical applica- 
tion of them which is made in the above 
resolution. 


The Duty of Fellowship 
The positive basis for the exercise of 
church fellowship between those upon whom 
the Holy Spirit has bestowed unity of faith is 
laid down in Ephesians 4,1-3, especially the 
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words: “‘Endeavoring to keep the unity of the 
Spirit in the bond of peace.” The word 
“endeavoring” indicates a very earnest and 
zealous effort. It shows the emphasis which 
God Himself lays upon the duty of doing 
everything possible, with His help, for the 
preservation of the unity of faith and doc- 
trine, for that is the unity of the Spirit, the 
unity which the Spirit bestows, and which He 
also preserves, “working in us that which is 
well pleasing in His sight,” in those upon 
whom He has bestowed it. Certainly this 
divine admonition is vastly more important 
than any organizational loyalty. We of the 
Orthodox Lutheran Conference and other 
“old Missourians” have never regarded “the 
synodical organization as basic in our consid- 
eration of the problems of the Church,” as 
the Statementarians charge under Point Six 
of A Statement. Rather do we most pro- 
foundly “believe that no organizational loyalty 
can take the place of loyalty to Christ and 
His Church.” But just this conviction impels 
us to reject with all our heart the claim of 
Point Eleven that “Church fellowship is 
possible without complete agreement in de- 
tails of doctrine and practice.” For loyalty 
to Christ and His Church, according to Ephe- 
sians 4,3 and 1 Corinthians 1,10, makes 
complete agreement in doctrine and Scrip- 
tural practice a requisite for true church 
fellowship, 

The very same Scriptural principles which 
have compelled us members of the Orthodox 
Lutheran Conference to refuse fellowship with 
the corporate body of the Missouri Synod and 
break the bonds of organizational loyalty, 
also compel us to cleave tenaciously to those 
who are in statu confessionis (protesting 
membership) in that corporate body and, like 
ourselves, faithful in its old doctrinal position 
(that of the “Brief Statement’), and to the 
sister Synods which, with us, are protesting 
its recent aberrations. We believe that our 
tenacious “endeavoring to keep this unity of 
the Spirit in the bond of peace” will be, and 
is, reciprocated by these brethren in the faith, 
though of course their response to our 
endeavors in behalf of continued fellowship 
in the Faith is and must be their act, not 
ours. Such a response we find in the resolu- 
tion upon which these comments are based, 
and in many other more or less public expres- 
sions of fellowship which have been brought 
to our attention. 


A Difference of Judgment 


_ _It is true that there exists a difference of 
judgment between these brethren and us of 


the O. L. C. concerning the hope which may 
yet be entertained for cleansing the corpor- 
ate body of the Missouri Synod from its 
leaven of false doctrine and ridding it of the 
presence of false teachers. But such differ- 
ence of judgment is not a difference in doc- 
trine or Scriptural practice, and to sever 
fellowship between those who are agreed in 
doctrine merely on the basis of such difference 
of judgment would therefore be a schismatic 
action. We who have withdrawn from the 
corporate body are agreed in all doctrines of 
Holy Writ; we are agreed that a “state of 
confession” is not permanent and dare not 
become perennial; we are agreed that an 
individual or group who become convinced 
that his or their testimony is uo longer effec- 
tive within the corporate body are in duty 
bound to withdraw from it on the basis of 
Romans 16,17. 


The Synodical Conference in 1875 de- 
clared: “The question is asked, May one 
practice church fellowship with a minister 
who is a member of a body which tolerates 
chiliasm, but who rejects this error and pub- 
licly testifies against it? The following answer 
was given: That would be unionism. Only 
then would such fellowship be permitted 
when such a member were found in the con- 
fessional state (in statu confessionis), that is, 
when he informs his synod openly — ‘I reject 
this doctrine, but since I cannot in fairness 
demand that you share my conviction over- 
night, I will remain with you in the hope 
that this may finally come about.’ Such a 
member must continue to testify in public 
convention and periodicals against such error 
and make no secret of his intention to have 
the synod finally join him in rejecting false 
doctrine, the alternative being that he would 
leave the synodical union. Of course, there 
are such as declare that they would resign, 
but do not carry this out. In this way some- 
one may be a member of such a synod under 
protests for a while, so long as his testimony 
is not prohibited and he may still hope that 
it will bear fruit. Just when the moment of 
resignation may have come must probably 
be left to the conscience of the individual... 
There is a great difference between entering 
a unionistic body and being forced to leave 
it. The first is not permissible under any 
circumstances; in the latter case it may be 
necessary to remain for a shorter or a longer 
period of time for the purpose of testifying 
against error.” (Proceedings, pp. 24-26.) 
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The Time Element 


In the nature of things, this conviction 
cannot come to each individual and each con- 
gregation simultaneously. The opportunities 
which each may enjoy for becoming acquaint- 
ed with circumstances, trends, and events, 
the interpretation placed upon that which one 
has had an opportunity to observe, the degree 
of success which has attended one’s testimony 
in his immediate surroundings, in short, the 
manifold leadings of Divine Providence in the 
case of various individuals and groups of God’s 
children, will influence the individual judg- 
ment. It would be sinful for us who have left 
the Missouri Synod to deny fellowship with 
brethren who have publicly demonstrated in 
word and deed that they are in doctrinal 
fellowship with us, and in protest against the 
aberrations of the corporate body to which 
they belong, merely because they have not 
yet left it. Conversely, it would be sinful for 
those who recognize us as fully orthodox, and 
have the evidence that we have acted in 
accordance with a conscience bound by God’s 
Word, to refuse fellowship with us merely 
because we have renounced the corporate 
body at a time when they would consider it 
premature for themselves to take the same 
step. 

Conclusion 


Certainly we cannot recognize anyone as 
our brother merely because he belongs to 
the Missouri Synod. We do not belong to 
the Missouri Synod, but have renounced it 
because of the doctrinal aberrations which it 
now fosters contrary to its former orthodox 
position. We can have no fellowship with 
known adherents and champions of the “State- 
ment of the 44” and of the “(Common Confes- 
sion.” On the other hand, we do not deny 
fellowship to all members of the Missouri 
Synod merely because they are still affiliated 
with it. We gladly recognize that we have 
many brethren in the Missouri Synod who 
have demonstrated their fellowship with us 
in word and deed. We fervently pray that 
many more individuals will thus publicly 
respond to our endeavors to keep the unity of 
the Spirit. We sadly realize that some who 
have confessed the truth in their words have 
shown by their actions that organizational 
loyalties and official policies bear more weight 
with them than doctrinal unity and a prac- 
tice in accordance with God’s Word. We 
humbly beseech our Lord to grant us grace 
to give the benefit of the doubt to the quiet 
in the land who may yet be induced to con- 
fess with their mouth the faith of their hearts 


——, 


and take an open stand for the full truth of 
the Word, and to guard us against repelling 
any who are one with us in faith and con, 
fession. W. 4H. M. 


Developments in Re Association 
of Lutheran Seminarians 


Before us is a copy of the Association of 
Lutheran Seminarians’ Newsletter, May 195) 
Kidition, published by the Lutheran Theo, 
logical Seminary at Gettysburg, Pennsylvanis 
(an institution within the United Lutheran 
Church). We give some highlights from thiy 
Newsletter. 


The Chairman of the Conference Committe, 
(the planning committee for the 1951 A.L.S. Con. 
ference) writes: “Unless something unforeseey 
should arise and change our plans the Conference 
will begin on the afternoon of October 24 and wij 
end on the morning of the 27th. In the mean, 
time let us all think upon the Theme ‘Making af 
Ministers of Tomorrow’ and its subheads which are, 
‘Daily Life of a Seminarian’; ‘Mastering our Faith’. 
‘Learning to Know our Church.’ 

“As was decided at the Fourth Annual Confey. 
ence, we have set up the five study Commissiong 
by appointment. They are: Concordia Seminary, 
St. Louis, Missouri, on Evangelism .. .” 


The next item is headed “News Flash 
from Concordia Seminary,” and begins ag 
follows: 


“Many ALS members have anxiously beey 
awaiting news from Concordia Seminary concernin 
the outcome of discussions with the Praesidium 
and the future relationship between Concordia and 
the ALS. In answer to our query, we have just 
received the following letter from Sam _ Roth, 
President of the Concordia Seminary Students 
Association: 


‘Dear Dr. Wolf: 

‘.. . “What has the Praesidium decided about 
our sending delegates to the ALS Conference?” 
Both our faculty and a committee from the student 
body have met with the Praesidium to discuss ou 
membership in the ALS, and other meetings are 
in the offing. However, no decision regarding our 
sending delegates has resulted up to this time. We 
are acting at the present moment on the full as. 
sumption that the Students Association will send 
delegates to next year’s conference, as usual’,” 


The next article, entitled “A Glance at 
American Lutheranism,” brings such things 
as the following: 


“The multiplicity of Lutheran bodies is brought 
about by a number of different factors. Most out- 
standing is the division formed by the national and 
linguistic differences, which is so characteristic of 
Lutheranism in the United States. Among the 
Lutheran bodies some eighteen languages are used. 
This appears to be a more serious problem to the 
on-looker than it actually is. We find that time is 
eventually dissolving the language differences, as 
well as the more elusive ‘nationalistic’ factor. Time 
is curing the temporary divisions and is uncover: 
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ing the essential unity which characterizes the 
Lutheran Church. The basic unity of the great 
confessional Church is manifesting itself more and 
more as the world becomes more compressed into 
one neighborhood and community, and the various 
bodies are facing the problem of their organiza- 
tional disunity so that they may form a more solid 
group of believers. 


“, .. Many reformed protestant denominations 
are following a Liturgy when celebrating the 
Sacrament of the Altar — liturgies patterned very 
closely after the Lutheran Liturgy. They are even 
so emphasizing the core of Lutheran Worship — 
the Sacrament — that the Lutheran stand on this 
most debated doctrine of the Holy Eucharist is 
being adopted by many non-Lutheran religious 
leaders. ‘The great concurrance binding Greek, 
Roman, and Lutheran Christianity together is the 
Real Presence of the Body and Blood of Our Lord 
in the Blessed Sacrament of the Altar. If even as 
‘reformed’ a theologian as John Calvin were studied 
more seriously among reformed protestantism, 
those groups would be a step closer in this 
ecumenicity.” 

There is a striking similarity between 
the Sacramentalism of the preceding sen- 
tence and that of Una Sancta, Holy Name, 
1949, p. 9: “The great concurrence binding 
Eastern, Roman, Lutheran and Anglican 
Christianity together is the Real Presence of 
the Body and Blood of Christ in the Elements 
upon the Altar.” The meaning of the “Real 
Presence” in Lutheran Theology is something 
distinct from its meaning in Roman and 
Greek theology. Failing to keep this distinc- 
tion in mind, the Sacramentalists proclaim 
that they have found in the “Real Presence’’ 
a “great concurrence” which is a new avenue 
for modern “ecumenicity.” 


Then we come upon a devotion entitled 
“Meditation on a Portion of the Purpose of 
the A. L. S.,” by Dr. Harvey D. Hoover, from 
which we quote a few paragraphs: 


“Purpose: ‘To encourage the spiritual life of 
Lutheran Seminarians. 

“To stimulate the spirit of scholarship. 

“To effect a better understanding of problems 
which face the Lutheran Church at large.’ 


“This statement of purpose was formulated by 
Lutheran Seminarians assembled from various 
Lutheran Seminaries and acting as an unorganized 
voluntary association.” 


“It is fitting and proper that we should strive 
together with each other in prayer to God, as Paul 
asked the Christians at Rome to do for him. The 
prophet of old saw the day when ‘They helped 
every one his neighbor; and every one said to his 
brother, Be of good courage.’ 


“We cannot live alone. We must both receive 
and give. _So, let it be our aim to encourage each 
other to live in a constant awareness of the pres- 
ence of God, matching a sense of sin with the 
greater mercy and forgiveness of God. It is pos- 
sible to become effective in encouraging each other 
to be spiritually minded, spiritually strong in 
Christ, and to become mature sons of God.” 


“Let us associate as seminarians in order to 
encourage each other to be better students of 
theology, better students of the Word, better pray- 
ers, better sons of God on the way to become good 
ministers of the Lord Jesus Christ.” 


So far our review of the A.L.S. Newsletter. 


No one can mistake the direction of the 
A. L. S. Errors among American Lutherans 
are glossed over and ignored. Joint work 
and worship among Lutherans not agreed in 
doctrine is the order of the day. The evidence 
points to the conclusion that the A. L. S. is 
a training camp for Lutheran unionists. 


After Vacation 


Matters evidently rested during the 
summer months of 1951. The Seminarian 
(Concordia: Theological Seminary, St. Louis, 
Missouri, October 24, 1951, p. 18) broke the 
silence with the following item — “Bulletin 
on A. L. S.”: 


“The Association of Lutheran Seminarians is an 
organization of eighteen seminaries, including Con- 
cordia. It was formed in 1946 to promote contact 
between the seminaries and seminarians. In 1947 
the A. L. S. met here; our Students’ Association 
sent delegates each year until last year. At that 
time the students complied with the wish of the 
Praesidium (President and four Vice-Presidents of 
Synod) by not sending delegates that year while 
the matter was to be studied, as there were those 
in our own Synod who opposed our membership. 


“This year A. L. S. meets at Gettysburg, Penn- 
sylvania, October 24-26. Before the selection of 
delegates for the conference the faculty issued the 
following statement: 


““The study of the fellowship question which 
has become such a vital issue in some areas of the 
Missouri Synod is far from completion. At the 
present time it seems that a relative limited matter, 
namely, the Association of Lutheran Seminarians, 
has been brought into focus to so high a degree 
that the wider implications of fellowship are not 
being considered, or at least are being overlooked. 


““As in every theological issue, so also in this 
question, the leaders of the Church must carefully 
weigh every action which may confound or confuse 
our constituency, This pertains particularly in 
connection with taking steps which at first glance 
appear to some not to conform to a traditional and 
historic position. 


““The faculty is of the opinion that there is 
nothing scripturally wrong with our Students’ Asso- 
ciation holding membership in the A. L. S. Never- 
theless, we believe that the situation as reported to 
us by the Praesidium is such that the greater 
interest of the Kingdom of God is served by our 
students not attending the forthcoming meeting at 
Gettysburg.’ 


“A student committee of five met with the Dean 
and a faculty committee; because of the executive 
character of the Praesidium-faculty meeting, not 
all facts could be aired. But the student committee 
was unable to agree with the faculty on the basis 
of the facts it did possess. After two opinions were 
read at the Association meeting October 10, a mo- 
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tion from the floor NOT to send delegates was 
defeated by a narrow margin. Then the faculty, 
basing its decision on that information which it 
could not share with students, announced that it 
could not permit Concordia to be represented this 
year. It is our hope that our brothers in the 
A. L. S. will take our student vote as a plea for 
patience on their part. We hope Praesidium, 
faculty, and clergy of our Synod will give thought- 
ful study to this issue so that by next Autumn the 
matter can be cleared. 


— THE Eprrors.” 
The Faculty’s Position 


The faculty’s “opinion that there is noth- 
ing scripturally wrong with our Students’ 
Association holding membership in the A. L. 
S.” is nothing new. We recall that a few 
years ago two faculty representatives (Dean 
L. C. Wuerffel and Dr. F. E. Mayer) went 
into.the St. Louis Seminary Student Associa- 
tion meeting, when many students were 
expressing opposition to A. L. S., to defend 
the A. L. S. membership and urge the student 
body’s continuance in it. 


The Synodical Conference Action on A.L.S. 


The Synodical Conference Committee on 
Intersynodical Relations presented its report 
to the Synodical Conference convention at 
Fort Wayne, Indiana, August 8-11, 1950. The 
personnel of the Committee was as follows: 

“Of the Missouri Synod: President J. W. 


Behnken, D.D., Vice-President H. Harms, D.D., 
and Pastor J. H. Meyer, chairman. 


“Of the Wisconsin Synod: President J. Brenner. 
Vice-President A. Voss, and Prof. E. Reim. 


“Of the Slovak Synod: President A. Daniel 
(later Vice-President John Bajus, representing the 
new President, Paul Rafaj), Pastor J. S. Bradac, 
D.D., and Pastor S. G. Mazak. 


“Of the Norwegian Synod: President A. M. 
Harstad, Prof. N. A. Madson, D.D., and Pastor C. 
M. Gullerud, secretary” (Proceedings, p. 127.) 


The Committee reported: 


“4. The matter of the participation of Synodical 
Conference seminaries in the Association of Lu- 
theran Seminarians was discussed at great length 
by your Committee. The Committee takes excep- 
tion to such membership. However, it was recog- 
nized that since membership in this Association is 
the direct concern of the Synod involved, the 
matter must be dealt with by that respective syn- 
odical body.” 

Committee Chairman J. H. Meyer informed 
the floor Committee on Intersynodical Rela- 
tions, upon inquiry, that this was a unanimous 
report of the permanent Committee. 


The floor, or convention, Committee con- 
sisted of Prof. E. E. Kowalke, Pastors John 
Bajus, Theo. E. Dorpat, Wm. T. Eggers, A. 
Halboth, H. W. Romoser, E. Unseth, E. H. 


Wildgrube. This Committee recommended 
the adoption of the report of the permanent 
committee by the convention. Then Dr. L. J. 
Sieck, President of the St. Louis Seminary, 
protested that the St. Louis faculty had not 
had opportunity to present its position in 
the matter to the permanent Intersynodical 
Relations Committee. Then President Behn- 
ken replied that he, as the Missouri Synod 
representative of the Intersynodical Com- 
mittee, had written to Dr. Sieck, expressing 
objection to the A.L.S. He said: “Dr. 
Sieck, if you will look in your files, you 
will find my letter on this matter.” How- 
ever, the entire matter was referred back 
to the floor Committee. 


That Committee then met with the perma- 
nent Intersynodical Relations Committee. In 
the meeting Pres. Behnken and Vice-Pres. 
Hertwig of the Missouri Synod stated emphat- 
ically that the practice of membership in 
the A. L. S. is “unionism,” and insisted that 
the matter should not be settled on any 
grounds of mere “expediency.” After dis- 
cussion, and with the concurrence of the per- 
manent Intersynodical Relations Committee, 
the floor Committee reported back to the 
convention: 

“4. Re Association of Lutheran Seminarians. 
With regard to the report of the Intersynodical 
Relations Commitfee on the matter of membership 
in the Association of Lutheran Seminarians, we 
recommend, since the representatives of the 
seminary involved expressed the feeling that its 
faculty has not had full opportunity to discuss the 
matter with the intersynodical Relations Committee, 
that representatives of the faculty be given an op- 
portunity for such discussion with the Committee 
and that thereafter such findings as the Committee 
shall reach be referred to the responsible officers 
of the Synod of which the seminary is a part for 
proper solution. 


“Action by the convention: The convention 
adopted the committee’s recommendation.” (Pro- 
ceedings, p. 134.) 


Where Does the Matter Now Stand? 


It appears that the St. Louis Faculty and the 
Praesidium (that is, the President and the 
Vice Presidents) of the Missouri Synod are 
at odds concerning A. L. 8. The sparring 
continues. The Praesidium has succeeded in 
“persuading” the Faculty and Student Asso- 
ciation not to send delegates or ‘“explainers’’ 
(as in October 1950; cp. Confessional Luth- 
eran, February, 1951, p. 22) to the 1951 
convention of A. L. 8. But the Faculty and 
Student Association still hold the fort. The 
membership in A. L. 8S. continues. It is 
defended as “Scriptural” and ‘‘God-pleasing.”” 
There is no apparent intention of giving it 
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up. An attitude of rebellion has been 
nourished among the students. 


What Theology Will the Ten Million 
Dollars Support? 


There is still no assurance that St. Louis 
Seminary students’ participation in the A. L. 
S. will be discontinued once and for all. The 
Missouri Synod ought to have this assurance 
before the proposed ten million dollar offer- 
ing for expansion of education and mission 
facilities, known as the “Conquest for Christ” 
collection is received. 

In connection with this proposed collec- 
tion, an Official of the Missouri Synod is 
quoted as saying that “only one issue is 
involved. We must plan now to provide 
enough adequately trained pastors and 
teachers for ten years or risk stopping to 
grow at that time.” We maintain that more 
than one issue is involved. The main issue 
is not the quantity of pastors that the 
Missouri Synod can turn out, but their quality. 
And that quality cannot be good, by the 
standards of the Missouri Synod, as long as 
signers of the unretracted “A Statement” of 
1945 are teaching the errors of that docu- 
ment, and leaders in the High Church move- 
ment are being inducted into professorships 
at the St. Louis Seminary, and the students 
at the St. Louis Seminary are being trained 
in Pan-Lutheran unionism througn member- 
ship in the A. L. S. 

A. V. K. 


@ Meeting of the Chicago Study Club 
February 6-7, 1952 

A meeting of the Chicago Study Club, 
with about 100 pastors and a number of lay- 
men from various sections of the country 
present, was held at Trinity Church, Oak 
Park, Illinois, on February 6-7. Pres. J. W. 
Behnken and Vice-President A. Grumm were 
present, by invitation, on the first of these 
two days, as were also the following members 
of the Missouri Synod’s Committee on Doc- 
trinal Unity: Profs. W. Baepler, M. Franz- 
mann, and A. Fuerbringer. 

The first purpose of this meeting was 
again to give the Presidium of the Lutheran 
Church—Missouri Synod an opportunity to 
state its position over against the newly- 
created Orthodox Lutheran Conference, 
which came into being as a direct result of 
the current confessional decay within the 
Missouri Synod. President Behnken asked 


that the statement given at a previous meet- 
ing of the Chicago Study Club (cp. Con- 
fessional Lutheran, February, 1952, p. 22: 
“... we can no longer regard this body as 
being in fellowship with us”) now be con- 
sidered as amended. The amended statement 
of the Presidium, which was read to the club, 
was sent to the clergy of the Synod under 
date of February 11 and therefore need 
hardly be repeated in its entirety here. Its 
premises are crystallized in the declaration 
that members of the Orthodox Lutheran Con- 
ference “will no longer deal with us as 
BRETHREN.” The statement then goes on: 
“In view of all the foregoing the seceders 
leave us no other alternative than regretfully 
to say that they compel us to accept their 
declaration that they are no longer in fel- 
lowship with us. However, we also want to 
say that just as soon as the officers and 
members of the Orthodox Lutheran Con- 
ference withdraw the assertion that the Lu- 
theran Church—Missouri Synod as a cor- 
porate body must be avoided on the basis of 
Romans 16, 17 and are ready to deal with us 
as brethren we shall be ready to meet them 
as brethren and discuss with them the differ- 
ences which they have set forth as existing.” 


To offer to meet with such as are sepa- 
rated from us only on the conditions set forth 


above would spell a radical departure from. 


the Scriptural and truly Lutheran position 
which has been professed all of these years 
by the Missouri Synod. This position has 
e. g. been stated as follows: “This we will 
gladly do after the manner of the fathers: 
We will attend so-called ‘free conferences’ 
and discuss doctrinal differences with our 
opponents in all patience and kindness and 
humility with a view of establishing unity. 
But church fellowship we cannot establish 
and keep save with those who agree with us 
in the Christian doctrine. We are fully con- 
vinced that in doing so we are doing the will 
of God and serving the best interests of the 
Church.” (Unionism: What Does the Bible 
Say about Church-Union?, Essay, 1924 Con- 
vention of the Oregon and Washington Dis- 
trict, by F. Pieper, p. 39.) Is it not due to 
the fact that Pres. Behnken himself sensed 
the inadequacy also of the “amended” state- 
ment of the Presidium that one reads the 
following postscript to his letter of February 
22, which was also presented to the Chicago 
Study Club: “Since the offer to meet as 
brethren was declined, an effort is now being 
made to meet on the basis of ‘presidents of 
two church bodies’ ’’? 
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Pres. Behnken and Vice-Pres. Grumm 
declared that they do not understand the 
distinction which is being made by the OLC 
between the Missouri Synod as a corporate 
body and members as such of the Missouri 
Synod, more specifically such as are acting 
up to the present situation as it actually con- 
fronts us, which demands of us full confes- 
sion of the truth and relentless rejection of 
error. (Status confessionis.) President 
Behnken further stated, however, that if any 
members of the Missouri Synod wished to be 
considered as regarding themselves in a posi- 
tion demanding confession (in statu con- 
fessionis) they will be so regarded. Vice- 
President Grumm stated, in effect if not in 
these very words, that he does “not know too 
much about the status confessionis.” He also 
stated that while many charges of unionistic 
offense within the Missouri Synod are being 
made these days, he has been unable to verify 
such charges. Many speakers who called for 
the floor upheld both the simple distinction 
between a corporate body as such and its 
members as such, which had thus been drawn 
into issue, and the charges of ever-increasing 
unionistic offense which are necessarily being 
raised today. 

The specific question for which Dr. 
Behnken’s presence had been requested — 
namely: what should be done if members of 
the Missouri Synod practice fellowship with 
members of the Orthodox Lutheran Confer- 
ence? — remained unanswered, except by 
the remark: “J can’t answer that at this time; 
that would be a case of casuistry.” 

The matter of certain public false teach- 
ings of Dr. A. C. Piepkorn (for instance, that 
one may pray for the souls of the dead) was 
urged as one of many instances in which the 
President of the Missouri Synod is not 
properly discharging the functions of his 
office. The President attempted to shrug off 
this matter as one of indifference, since it lies 
in the field of “liturgy.” Proper refutation, 
demanded by the circumstances, was offered; 
but the situation remained otherwise un- 
changed. 

Toward the close of the meeting, when 
there was no time to obtain the floor for 
reply, Pres. Behnken flayed the editor of the 
Confessional Lutheran for publishing an 
account of a recent unionistic Communion 
service. (Cp. Confessional Lutheran, Febr., 
1952, p. 24.) The weapons used by the 
President in his attack on the editor of the 
Confessional Lutheran were a reference to 
personalities (the fact that two men who 
were present at the meeting of the Chicago 


Study Club are relatives of the Missouri 
Synod chaplain who was reported as having 
conducted the unionistic service) and the 
confession that the President himself had not 
yet verified the truthfulness of the report. 
That those who published the report (which 
has appeared e. g. in the Religious News 
Service, the ALC Lutheran Standard, the Lu- 
theran Chaplain, and in the Wisconsin Synod’s 
Theological Quarterly) had satisfied them- 
selves as to the correctness of the report did 
not seem to enter into the picture for the 
President at all. His remark, “And such a 
heading!” (“Unionism Marches On”) justifies 
the question: Is the President of the Missouri 
Synod no longer going to regard such offenses 
as unionism? 


Pastor Paul G. Koch of La Crosse, Ind., 
was the last speaker to have the privilege of 
the floor. He inquired why Pres. Behnken 
had not answered the last of his letters in a 
correspondence between himself and the 
President. (Cp. Confessional Lutheran, July, 
1951.) Dr. Behnken replied that he had 
regarded the correspondence as concluded. 
Hereupon Pastor Koch stated that he had 
been placed in the public pillory at the Mil- 
waukee convention of the Missouri Synod. 
“If you read the resolution with regard to 
this matter you can plainly see that I was 
accused of sin,” Pastor Koch stated. He had 
asked that the President, who precipitated the 
attack upon him, and who as convention 
chairman saw it through to its conclusion 
despite its improprieties, show him in all 
loving consideration for his soul’s salvation | 
against which Word of God he had sinned. | 
He had asked the President to come with - 
Holy Scripture, and if he was not able to do — 
so, to publish this fact in the Lutheran Wit- | 
ness. Since the President had been unable | 
to show that he had sinned, Pastor Koch 
asked that the President now clear his name. — 
To this the President made no response. 


Limitation of space demands that we post- 
pone our report of the discussion with mem- 
bers of the Missouri Synod’s Committee on 
Doctrinal Unity to another issue. 

The earnestness of brethren present at — 
this meeting is shown by the fact that 
although the afternoon session, which began 


at 1:30, was extended to 6 o’clock, no one 


asked for recess, and men did not leave the 
meeting. There was no one “under the 
trees.” The men at this meeting knew what 
they were there for and how much depends 
on a forthright confession by each one of us. 
God bless their testimony! P. H. B. 
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II Cor. 3, 14; I Thess. 2, 16) are ‘clear’.” The 
Committee then proceeds to attack this con- 
fession in the following statement (Par. 49): 
“Evidently the passages are not as clear as 
the Brief Statement implies.” In releasing 
this Report, Pres. Behnken has said: “The 
Presidium, upon receipt of the Committee’s 
report, gave careful thought and study to it 
and came to the conclusion to accept it, to 
make it its own,” and he therefore refers to 
it as “this report of the Presidium.” (P. 3; 
italics by Dr. Behnken. ) 


Thus the President of the Lutheran 
Church—-Missouri Synod has served notice 
as to what kind of fidelity to its confession 
we may from hereon expect from the Presi- 
dium which is so solemnly obligated to uphold 
and defend that confession and to protect 
pastors, teachers, and congregations against 
aberrations from it. 


All of this is made even more significant 
by a statement in the Report at hand, as fol- 
lows: ‘A number of times the Committee 
was asked to tell where Synod now stands 
and to answer some other questions of a 
similar nature. The answer of the Com- 
mittee was that it served only in an advisory 
capacity to the Presidiwm and that answers 
would come from the Presidium.” (P. 9.) 
Here then we have the Presidium’s answer to 
the question as to “where Synod now stands” 
with reference to the clearness of such 
passages of Holy Scripture as Rom. 11, 7. 25; 
II Cor. 3,14; I Thess. 2,16, in accordance 
with which the opinion of a general conver- 
sion of the Jewish nation is to be rejected 
according to the Brief Statement. This an- 
swer, once more, is: “Evidently the passages 
are not as clear as the Brief Statement 
implies.” 

But does the Missouri Synod today stand 
on the Presidium’s rejection of its teaching 
and confession? Or, does it still stand on 
what it has — by unanimous agreement — 
as a corporate body been confessing these 
years, and on what it continues to confess in . 
its official Brief Statement of its doctrinal 
position? The Missouri Synod will have to 
reject this rejection of its doctrinal position 
by its Presidium, or it will have to reject its 
own confession. 

This is the issue which the President has 
now raised. It is an issue which we of the 
Missouri Synod must face and with regard 
to which all of us must confess a good con- 
fession before all the world. 

P. H. B. 


@ Concerning Unionism Among 
Chaplains of the Missouri Synod 


The January-February issue of The Lu- 
theran Chaplain (Missouri Synod) boldly 
published an account of the Communion 
service conducted by Col. Martin Poch (Mis- 
souri Synod) for chaplains and pastors of the 
Missouri Synod and of National Lutheran 
Council bodies on November 5, as already 
reported in the Confessional Lutheran, Feb- 
ruary, 1952, p. 24. 


The report in The Lutheran Chaplain 
reads as follows: “On 5 November 1951, 
1900 hours, the Lutheran Chaplains of the 
European Command, together with a few 
Lutheran civilian clergymen, gathered at a 
banquet in the Crystal Spring Hotel, Gar- 
misch Military Post, APO 172, US Army, to 
begin a two-day retreat. Sessions were held 
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in the Garmisch Military Post Chapel begin- 
ning with a Lutheran Communion Service 
conducted by Chaplain (Colonel) Martin C. 
Poch of Headquarters USAFE, APO 633, 
Wiesbaden, Germany.” 

The report in The Lutheran Chaplain 
states further: “It was also suggested that 
Lutheran chaplains should, whenever pos- 
sible, conduct Lutheran Communion Services 
throughout the European Command. Indi- 
vidual chaplains reported excellent successes 
with these services.” (P. 31.) 

_ To all of which we remark again: Union- 
ism Marches On! All that we would add at 
this time, aside from a suggestion that one 
again look at that “agreement” of the Armed 
Services Commission of the Lutheran Church 
— Missouri Synod with the corresponding 
commission of the National Lutheran Council, 


is —- more and more boldly does unionism 
march on among chaplains of the Missouri 
Synod! 

P. H. B. 


® The Wisconsin Synod and the 
Orthodox Lutheran Conference 


Commenting on the Orthodox Lutheran 
Conference, the Theological Quarterly of the 
Wisconsin Synod in its issue of January, 1952, 
over the signature of Prof. E. Reim, has said: 
“It has become clear that this group desires 
to remain in fellowship with those sister 
synods in the Synodical Conference that 
share their stand on the Common Confession. 
That this creates a rather strange situation 
will be clear to everyone. For the obligations 
under which the several synods of . the 
Synodical Conference stand to each other 
precludes an expression of fellowship by one 
body in which the others cannot concur. Of 
this the members of the new group are 
entirely aware. But what we must all under- 
stand is that this adds another highly im- 
portant item to the agenda which awaits the 
next convention of the Synodical Conference, 
one that throws the entire issue into a sharper 
focus, one that dare not be evaded, least of 
all by us of Wisconsin. For while formal 
recognition of the new group must indeed be 
held in abeyance for the time being, yet we 
must recognize even now that the reasons 
for which this little group has made its grave 
decision and taken its difficult stand are the 
very ones on which we have placed ourselves 
on record at last summer’s convention, and 
by which we must stand unless we fail in the 
statu confessionis into which we have placed 


ourselves by our New Ulm resolutions. It 
must be clear, therefore, that we cannot 
disavow these brethren without disavowing 
our own innermost convictions.” 

P. H. B. 


© Augustana Lutherans Go 
All Out in Unionistic 
Brotherhood Demonstration 


Observance of Brotherhood week in St. 
Paul came to a climax with a variety of faiths 
and creeds participating in the dedication of 
the Brotherhood Chapel of the Good Shep- 
herd in the new Gloria Dei Lutheran Church 
(Augustana) on February 24, as reported by 
the St. Paul (Minnesota) Sunday Pioneer of 
that date, 


Describing the dedication processional 
and service which was scheduled for 4 p.m. 
that day, the Pioneer said: “Feature of the 
ceremony will be the dedication of six stained 
glass windows which have been donated to 
the Lutheran congregation by organizations 
and individuals representing different  reli- 
gious conceptions. Funds for one of the 
windows were supplied by the congregation 
of Mount Zion synagogue, and the presenta- 
tion by Rabbi W. Gunther Plaut will be a part 
of the program. Other windows, with 
medallions symbolizing the brotherhood of 
men in their common faith in God, include 
the Catholic, Lutheran, Reformed, Free, and 
Ecumenical symbols, with individuals in those 
groups having provided funds for memorials.” 


“The banners of the 29 denominational 
groups represented in the American Council 
of Churches” were to be used in the proces- 
sional, according to the Pioneer, and local 
ministers were to march in their own pulpit 
attire. Bishop Stephen E. Keeler of the 
Minnesota Episcopal diocese was to speak on 
the subject “There is One Great Church.” 
Greetings were to be given by Rev. Hayden 
Stright, Minnesota Council of Churches; Dr. 
Geo. A. Dickson, representing the community 
churches; and Rev. Max Karl of the Confer- 
ence of Christians and Jews. Prof. Paul All- 
wardt of Gustavus Adolphus College was to 
be guest organist of the day, and the college 
choir, directed by Prof. Eugene Casselman, 
was to sing. Rev. Constantine Trued of 
Gustavus Adolphus Lutheran Church was to 
give prayer for the new church, and Rev. J. 
T. Morrow of the St. Paul Council of Churches 
was to conduct prayers of thanksgiving in 
the conclusion of the service. 
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The article in the Pioneer bore the caption 
“Six Faiths to Join in Brotherhood Rites.” 
A picture over the caption featured “The 
Jewish Window in the Brotherhood Chapel of 
the Good Shepherd in Gloria Dei Lutheran 
Church being admired by Dr. Clifford A. Nel- 
son, Pastor.” 


Our lay correspondent who sent us the 
clipping from the Pioneer commented: “Talk 
about Unionism — what next?” Not to for- 
get that according to a theme-song of the 
Lutheran Witness which we have had to hear 
over and over again, things are getting better 
and better among Lutherans. Evidently they 
are — for unionists. 

P. H. B. 


© Meeting of Chicago Study Club 
February 6-7, 1952 
(Concluded) 


In the discussion of the so-called Common 
Confession at the meeting of the Chicago 
Study Club on February 6, Prof. W. Baepler, 
chairman of the Missouri Synod’s Committee 
on Doctrinal Unity, was the first speaker, and 
the chief spokesman of the committee. The 
first point which Prof. Baepler emphasized, 
and one which he underscored very heavily, 
was that it is the position of his committee 
that doctrinal agreement has been established 
with the American Lutheran Church, — “not, 
indeed, fellowship; but doctrinal agreement.” 
This was also advanced as the reason for the 
committee’s giving up its former practice of 
not opening meetings with members of the 
corresponding ALC committee with joint 
prayer. “They are in statu confessionis,” Prof. 
Baepler urged. 

Next, Prof. Baepler urged that because 
our committee feels that the Common 
Confession “has accomplished something,” 
“achieved something,” it “hates to disturb 
that document” by making in it such changes 
as are being insisted on in various quarters. 
Instead, the committee is, jointly with the 
corresponding ALC committee, “getting out 
a new document which deals with Christian 
Life (it has not yet been decided just what 
this document will be called), into which 
however will be interwoven also some of the 
‘corrections’ concerning doctrinal matters in 
the Common Confession which certain Mis- 
sourian brethren are insisting on.” About 
the only thing in the Common Confession 
which the committees hadn’t “touched,” so 
far as Prof. Baepler could recall at the 


moment, is the doctrine of the Last Things. 
While stating that the new document was not 
yet ready for publication, Prof. Baepler 
emphasized that in the opinion of the com- 
mittee “it will demonstrate that the Common 
Confession is to be understood as our com- 
mittee wants it understood.” Toward the 
close of the meeting Prof. Franzmann stated 
that in the opinion of the committee ‘“doc- 
trinal controversies have been settled; we’re 
not floating around on a cloud of rosy hope.” 
Prof. Fuerbringer added, as his only con- 
tribution to the discussion: ‘“We’re unani- 
mous in our conviction that there won’t be 
fellowship in the near future.” 


Concerning the matter of the relationship 
of the American Lutheran Church to other 
bodies within the American Lutheran Con- 
ference, Prof. Baepler called attention to the 
fact, that a merger, whether of three bodies 
or more, cannot be consummated before 
1956. “The ALC feels close to us,” he said; 
for a merger it feels it would need more 
doctrinal agreement than for a church 
‘agency’.” (As though the American Lu- 
theran Church is not already in actual fellow- 
ship with the four other bodies of the Amer- 
ican Lutheran Conference, and for that 
matter with all of the National Lutheran 
Council!) ‘For instance,” stated Prof. Baep- 
ler, “the Opjoer (the Norwegian merger 
church’s ‘compromise’ document — P. H. B.) 
would stand in the way of such a merger,” 
(To all of which one might reply that anyone 
who speaks thus can hardly be said to under- 
stand the spirit of the ALC!) 


‘The question was asked by Pastor B. 
Prange of Watseka, Illinois, whether the 
resolutions of the Missouri Synod concerning 
the Common Confession, e.g. No. 16: ‘‘to 
place the agreement reached with us before 
its sister synods for approval and accept- 
ance,’ have been agreed to by the American 
Lutheran Church. The reply of Prof. Baepler 
to this question was: No. Pastor Romoser 
supplemented this reply by stating that 
apparently such resolutions of the Missouri 
Synod concerning the Common Confession 
were not presented to the ALC at its conven- 
tion at all, according to its official Proceed- 
ings. 

There was much discussion of the inade- 
quacy of the Common Confession for the 
settlement of doctrinal differences between 
the Missouri Synod and the American Lu- 
theran Church. The undersigned, e.g., re- 
vealed that he had requested the chairman 
of Missouri’s Committee to obtain for him 
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from the American Lutheran Church’s Com- 
mittee on Intersynodical Fellowship or from 
its chairman a statement giving the assurance 
that what the Common Confession says about 
Holy Scripture is to be understood as verbal 
inspiration in the Scriptural sense in which 
this is confessed in the Brief Statement of 
the Doctrinal Position of the Lutheran 
Church—Missouri Synod; but that Professor 
Baepler had failed to supply such a statement. 
Another matter which was the subject of 
much discussion was the ALC’s false doctrine 
of Conversion and Election, and more partic- 
ularly its false distinction between natural 
and wilful resistance, recently again set 
forth in the Lutheran Standard. (Oct. 27, 
1951.) Prof. Baepler read a letter from Dr. 
Emch of the ALC in which the latter persists 
in defending his church’s doctrine of Con- 
version, and in which he passes over its 
doctrine of Election as publicly taught in the 
Lutheran Standard. Prof. Baepler stated that 
his committee rejects the doctrine presented 
in the Lutheran Standard. Concerning the 
letter of Dr. Emch he has since written a staff 
member of the Confessional Lutheran that 
“the doctrinal issue with Dr. Emch is still 
in the adjusting stage.” 


Another matter which was mentioned to 
show how far Missouri and the ALC are still 
apart in public doctrine and confession was 
the censure of Missouri in the ALC Lutheran 
Standard by its editor because of Missouri’s 
application, at its last convention, of Rom. 
16,17 to the unionistic National Lutheran 
Council: “I do wish they would quit prosti- 
tuting the Word of God,” “manhandling the 
Word of God.” (Lutheran Standard, July 29, 
1950, p. 10.) 


“The practice of the American Lutheran 
Church is not in harmony with its doctrine,” 
Prof. Baepler said; “for instance, the fellow- 
ship ‘question’: on paper, yes; in practice, 
no.” (The undersigned incidentally called 
attention to the fact that by using such 
language as that of the fellowship ‘question’ 
rather than speaking of the doctrine of fel- 
lowship we are unconsciously slipping into 
the use of the language of Modernism.) 
“One can’t sleep half in bed and half out of 
bed with such fellows,” was one comment 
from the floor. 

A remark which pretty well summed up 
the situation confronting us was: “No man 
can be expected to improve until he first of 
all comes to a realization of his error.” 


P. H. B. 


© The “Oneness” of the Church. 


II. 

We have stated above that the false, un- 
Scriptural conception of the Church, found 
in the Liturgical Movement, reveals itself in 
Una Sancta’s conception of the “attributes” 
of the holy Christian Church. 


The Scriptural Doctrine 


Question 177 of the synodical Catechism 
reads: ‘Why do you say, I believe in. ‘the’ 
Church? I say, I believe in the Church 
because there is only one Church; for all 
believers are a communion of saints, or one 
spiritual body, whose one and only Head is 
Christ.” 

The holy Christian Church is one, for 
“we, being many, are one body in Christ,” 
Rom. 12:5. ‘There is neither Jew nor Greek, 
there is neither bond nor free, there is neither 
male nor female: for ye are all one in Christ 
Jesus,” Gal. 3:28. 

This is due to the fact that each and 
every individual member of the one holy 
Christian Church believes that God solely by 
grace for Christ’s sake forgives him all his 
sins so that every liability either to temporal 
or eternal punishment is cancelled, and that 
God does this without any worthiness or least 
contribution on man’s part. “There is no 
difference: for all have sinned and come 
short of the glory of God; being justified 
freely by His grace through the redemption 
that is in Christ Jesus,” Rom. 3:22-24. Who- 
ever, even in the least manner, trusts in his 
own works, be they works done in obedience 
to the Law, or, be they fruits of faith done in 
the grace and spirit of Christ, is outside of 
the one holy Christian Church. “Christ is 
become of no effect unto you, whosoever of 
you are justified by the Law; ye are fallen 
from grace,” Gal. 5:4. 

Since no man can look into another man’s 
heart and see whether he has saving faith, 
therefore the oneness of the one holy Chris- 
tian Church is wholly spiritual and cannot be 
perceived by man. Only God knows who are 
actually true believers and therefore mem- 
bers of the one holy Christian Church, for He 
alone can look into man’s heart. “Thou, even 
Thou only, knowest the hearts of all the 
children of men,” I Kings 8:39. 

The holy Christian Church is one, and this 
oneness we should endeavor to preserve, 
Eph. 4:3. How? Through the pure doctrine 
of the Gospel and the Sacraments by which 
alone the Holy Spirit not only brings men to 


42 


THE CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 


faith but also keeps them in the one true 
faith. Hence our prayers for the unity of 
the Church should not be that the whole 
Christian Church on earth may be outwardly 
united in a visible, external organization, but 
that God would lead all those who bear the 
name of Christ to confess His Word in all its 
truth and purity, and that He would heal the 
schisms from the true doctrine and restore 
those who err to the full truth of God. 


To further this truly Scriptural ecumen- 
ical movement the Synodical Conference was 
organized. That is what the Missouri Synod 
has always stood for. And that is also the 
aim and purpose of the Confessional Lu- 
theran. It may be briefly summarized in the 
words of the Apostle: “Now I beseech you, 
brethren, by the name of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, that ye all speak the same thing, and 
that there be no divisions among you: but 
that ye be perfectly joined together in the 
same mind and in the same judgment,” 
I Cor, 1:10. 


The False Ecumenical Movements 


Today there are chiefly four false ecu- 
menical movements within Christendom. 


The pope of Rome would gladly unite all 
Christendom under his jurisdiction, and we 
can rest assured that he would gladly accept 
all non-Romanists into his fold without re- 
quiring agreement in doctrine. The discord 
among Roman Catholic theologians is noto- 
rious, but it is tolerated, as long as no 
individual theologian dares to challenge the 
supreme authority of the pope. 


Nathan Soederblom, former archbishop of 
Sweden, sought to unite all Christendom in 
Christian service. His ideas materialized in 
the formation of the World Council of 
Churches, the Lutheran World Federation, 
the EKiD, and the National Lutheran Council; 
none of which require doctrinal agreement as 
a prerequisite for fellowship. 


The Anglican Church would unite all 
Christendom without doctrinal unity merely 
on the basis of an Apostolic Succession, that 
is, there must be an unbroken chain of 
ordinations back to the Apostles. 


The Liturgical Movement would unite all 
Christendom through worship at the altar. 


If we carefully examine all four of these 
ecumenical movements, we shall find that 
they have little, if any, real interest in purity 
of doctrine. Their interest lies mainly in an 
external, visible union, which would be ac- 
complished either by recognition of authority, 


or by Christian service, or by Apostolic Suc- 
cession, or by worship. Of course there is an. 
over-lapping of ideas in the various move- 
ments. 

And that is true also in our circles. We 
stated before that most of the leaders among 
the Statementarians are adherents of the 
Liturgical Movement. Most of them also 
favor our joining the National Lutheran 
Council and similar organizations of service. 
Some advocate a strong church government 
and would make the President of Synod and 
the Presidents of the Districts “bishops” of 
the Church. Some of them even advocate 
and uphold the myth of Apostolic Succession. 
But all Statementarians and kindred spirits 
depreciate doctrinal purity and show growing 
interest in visible, external unions. 


Regarding the “Oneness” of the Church 
as a Visible, External Union 


Over against the Scriptural doctrine, that 
the oneness of the one holy Christian Church 
is wholly spiritual and is accomplished solely 
by faith in the redemption of Christ, the 
Roman Church regards the “oneness” of the 
Church as a visible, external union. Roman- 
ists contend that that visible, external society 
or organization which is under the jurisdic- 
tion of the pope is the one holy Christian 
Church. 

To counteract the Protestant ecumenical 
movements, especially that of the World 
Council of Churches, the Roman Church 
in 1928 initiated so-called “Church Unity 
Octaves” (held Jan. 18-25). The purpose 
of these octaves is through prayer to promote 
the return of all non-Romanists to the Roman 
fold. 

Such a “week of prayer for unity of the 
Church” has been held for many years in 
Osby, Sweden, under the direction of Dr. 
Gunnar Rosendal, a former member of Una 
Sancta’s editorial staff. Among the prayers 
there used to read: “Let us soon in one 
spirit and with one mouth serve and glorify 
Thee in Thy Holy Church’s visible unity.” 
(Our emphasis.) We are also told that in 
the latter part of the week “priests” from 
Denmark, Norway, Finland, Iceland, and even 
from the Russian Orthodox and the Anglican 
Church were expected to attend. (Una 
Sancta, Trinity, 1946, p. 6.) In Una Sancta, 
Martinmas, 1947, p. 24, we have a report of 
a later conference at which representatives 
of the Anglican, the Protestant Episcopal, the 
Eastern Orthodox, and even of the Roman 
Catholic Church were present. ‘“Representa- 
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tives of different churches had been invited 
by the Rector of Osby, Dr. Gunnar Rosendal, 
to take part in the theological discussions... 
and as far as possible according to their 
Church orders, participate in the liturgical 
communion life of the congregation at Osby.” 


UNA SANCTA’S “Unity of Faith” 


It is true, the Liturgical Movement pays 
lip-service to purity of doctrine. Una Sancta, 
Advent, 1950, p. 8, says: “Nothing is so 
destructive of real, vital faith, whether per- 
sonal or corporate, as a low estimate of, and 
indifference to, the unity of the faith of the 
Church. The Word which begets and main- 
tains real unity ‘must be maintained uncor- 
rupted.’ Where there is false teaching, where 
the Faith of the Church is mixed with error, 
there unity in Christ and among one another 
is weakened and ultimately destroyed.” 

But what is here meant by “the unity of 
the faith of the Church’? The answer to 
that question is found in the statement which 
precedes the above-quoted words. “Unity 
finds its expression in common confession 
and in union with Christ. ‘The Confession 
of Peter is the confession of the whole 
Church.’ Therefore we must divorce our- 
selves from those who underestimate con- 
fessionalism and who seek to undermine the 
integrity of our Common Faith. This is one 
of the paramount issues of the Liturgical 
Movement.” 

In other words, the Church has its common 
confession of faith, the confession of Peter, 
that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of the living 
God. This confession the Liturgical Movement 
would maintain uncorrupted, and on the basis 
of this confession it would heal the schisms 
in the visible, external Church here on earth, 
which it falsely regards as the body of Christ, 
and thus truly unite all with Christ. (That 
the above is a correct expression of the “unity 
of faith” for which the Liturgical Movement 
stands is, aS we shall point out later, seen 
from the fact that the Liturgical Movement 
regards the one holy “Catholic” Church as 
embracing all those church-bodies which 
subscribe to the Nicene Christology.) 


How Would the Liturgical Movement 
Unite All With Christ? 


_ But how would the champions of the 
Liturgical Movement unite all professing 
Christians with Christ? Through the preach- 
ing of the pure Gospel, the glad tidings of 
forgiveness of sins in Christ Jesus? Hardly. 
Recall the words of Una Sancta, Annunciation 


of the Blessed Virgin Mary, 1948, p. 17: 
“Without Holy Baptism and Holy Communion 
the Church could preach as much as she 
wanted to, but her preaching would cease to 
be a proclamation of the Gospel, and the 
organizations which that preaching would 
create would be at most societies for the 
propagation of a world-view, but not Christian 
congregations. Without the Sacraments there 
would be no communion of the Body of Christ 
and aerenane there would be no Church 
at all.” 

In the same vein Pastor Hawlicheck, 
speaking of prayers for the unity of the 
Church, writes: “Some among my readers 
are likely to say —- and rightly so — the 
Church has been praying for years about this. 
The point is conceded. I will not say ‘the 
pray -—ers were conceited,’ but I will add 
that preaching the full counsel of God has not 
been the practice of our Lutheran bodies as 
I have come to know them from St. Louis 
east, and up and down the Atlantic coast. A 
glorious book with a glorious inside glance 
at the early Church (Acts 2, 42) tells me that 
the early Christians not only met weekly to 
hear the Apostles’ doctrine and fellowship 
(as most of our Lutherans do) but also for 
the breaking of bread. That practice we 
notoriously skip. Oftentimes Lutheran con- 
gregations feel especially saintly that they 
have monthly communions. But our spiritual 
granddaddies couldn’t get enough of it! 
... The visually presented evidence for the 
nearness of the Lord is a vital factor in mak- 
ing our prayer pentecostal in character and 
objective. ‘That they may be one’ prayed 
this Christ who comes to me veiled in bread 
and wine. ‘One’ — ‘one’ — ‘one’ — ‘T in 
them and they in me’ — ‘As I am in Thee and 
Thou art in me’ — ‘one’ — ‘one’ — united, 
God with man and man through God. What 
else does the host cry out than the love of 
God to make one the broken body. Or the 
blood, from out of that love-surrendered side 
— what else does it speak but the longing 
heart of the Savior, pierced that unity might 
come again.” (Una Sancta, Trinity, 1946, 

4 


Here we have not only a false Roman 
conception of John 17, as though Christ there 
prayed for the union of the external, visible 
“Church” here on earth, but the same thought 
that it is only through the Lord’s Supper that 
the Church first becomes one with Christ. 


Mysticism in the Liturgical Movement 


This then leads Pastor Hawlicheck to 
break forth in this extravagent, thoroughly 
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schwaermerisch outburst: “Is the young maid 
happy with a visit from her lover every two 
months? Or does she prefer his presence 
still more often? True, she can read his 
letters, and most often she does. But does 
she not prefer his presence to his love- 
letters? So the Christian will be glad of the 
love-letters of God (His Holy Word), but will 
at the same time be impelled by his love for 
the Savior to seek even greater contact... . 
Christ afforded that opportunity when He 
said: ‘This is My Body; this is My Blood.’ 
Monthly communion does not allow me often 
enough to be with my Lord and my God who 
loves me with an everlasting love, and who 
has implanted a returning love for Himself 
in me. ...I would like my last worship to be 
in the celebration of the Sacrament of Love. 
I do not want only to peruse His love-letter; 
I want Him!” (Una Sancta, Conversion of 
St. Paul, 1948, p. 15ff.) 


We said before that a mystic enthusiasm 
permeates the whole Liturgical Movement 
and is found among many of its adherents. 
This may explain why Una Sancta in 1949 
took over the subscription list of “The 
Mystic,” a former Congregational publication. 
Incidentally we may add, that a Liturgical 
Movement is also found among the Congre- 
gationalists, the Methodists, and various other 
sectarian church-bodies. These, however, are 
having a hard time reconciling such move- 
ment with their peculiar doctrine of the 
Lord’s Supper. 


United Through the Sacrament of the Altar 


In Una Sancta, Conversion of St. Paul, 
1948, p. 11f, Dr. Piepkorn says: “Through 
the Sacrament of the Altar we are united with 
every other Christian in the worshipping con- 
gregation with which we have assembled in 
a given place to show forth the atoning death 
of the Son of God and to offer unto our 
heavenly Father our sacrifice of praise for 
our redemption, salvation, and eternal safety. 
... Again, through the Holy Eucharist we are 
united with every other Christian upon the 
face of the earth and are made one Body 
with all of Christ’s Church Militant... . Still 
more, through the Holy Communion we are 
united not only with the heavenly militia of 
angels and archangels and principalities, of 
celestial powers and virtues and dominions, 
of immortal thrones and cherubim and sera- 
phim, with whom we have sung our ‘Holy, 
Holy, Holy’ in the Sanctus, but we are also 
united with the innumerable multitude of 
those for whom the Seventh Petition has been 
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finally fulfilled, the holy patriarchs of old, the 
glorious company of the Apostles, the goodly 
regiment of the prophets, the noble army of 
martyrs, all holy virgins, widows, matrons, 
confessors and doctors, and all the blessed 
saints in glory everlasting. . . . Moreover, in 
the Blessed Sacrament we are united with 
our own loved ones who have gone before us 
with the Sign of Faith and are now fallen 
asleep.” 

In Lehre und Wehre, 54 (1908), p. 101, 
we read: “‘It was a favorite idea of Loehe, 
that the Lord has in the Sacrament estab- 
lished a communion between the Church 
militant and the Church triumphant.’ A 
‘favorite idea’ of Loehe it was, that is correct, 
But an idea of Scripture, a Scriptural thought, 
it is not. Where do we read in Matthew, 
Mark, Luke, and St. Paul, who tell us what 
the Lord instituted in the Sacrament, any- 
thing of such communion? That is a figment 
of Loehe’s mind and imagination; not the 
only one, not even his most questionable 
one.” 


D. 


@® Third Issue of LUTHERAN 
LOYALTY Makes Its Appearance 


We have previously called attention to the 
excellent “lay-supported and edited magazine 
within the Lutheran Church — Missouri 
Synod,” Lutheran Loyalty. The third issue of 
this magazine appeared in February. It is a 
worthy successor to its two predecessors. 
Under “Observations by the Editor” we read 
the following: “As the third issue of Lutheran 
Loyalty goes to press, we have much for 
which to give thanks to the Lord. When one 
considers that the first ‘issue was largely a 
‘trial balloon,’ the growth since that date has 
been far beyond our expectations. With a 
$50 bank deposit as a start and an initial 
expenditure of $1,105.89, we had grave 
doubts as to the future. Dollars and encourag- 
ing letters began to flow in and the first issue 
liquidated its cost by July 1, 1951. We there- 
upon plunged once more with a second issue 
costing $1,295.50. Receipts since that date 
leave us with a deficit of exactly $4.14 as the 
third issue goes to press. Our mailing list 
has again increased substantially and our 
mail continues heavy. Our staff has expanded 
and has begun to function more efficiently. 
We now have a backlog of prepared articles, 
beyond those used in the third issue, which 
Should 
financial support enable us to do so, we 
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should like to release the fourth issue to the 
printers by April or May. So, if you want to 
see the project continue, give us your sup- 
port. We do not sell subscriptions. We 
depend on voluntary support from those in- 
terested in a real Scriptural Lutheran Union 
movement. It takes a lot of $1, $2, and $5 
contributions to make up the cost of each 
issue. The largest regular support we now 
have is a pledge of $10 per month from one 
of the members of the editorial board. Others 
have pledged lesser amounts, monthly and on 
a ‘per issue’ basis.” 

_This issue of Lutheran Loyalty again 
brings much fine testimony on the lodge evil. 
“Each of us ought to testify in our home 
congregations and give our pastors the back- 
ing they need in fighting this evil of lodgery. 
The pastor cannot stem the tide of indiffer- 
ence on this issue without first keeping his 
people informed on the matter, and then 
receiving their full support when it becomes 
necessary for some action to be taken.” Such 
a statement, coming from laymen, is a fine 
statement indeed, and it may well be applied 
also to other matters in which indifference 
must be contended with today. Another thing 
that this issue of Lutheran Loyalty exposes 
fearlessly is the current smear campaign, 
spearheaded by Statementarians. Two par- 
ticularly flagrant examples of its vicious 
technique are especially singled out. One of 
these is the report of the Rev. Paul G. Koch 
case in the St. Louis Lutheran, certain state- 
ments of which Lutheran Loyalty rightly 
labels as “falsehoods” and “pure fabrication.” 
The other example concerns a statement by 
Dr. O. A. Geisemann, an original signer of 
A Statement, in the American Lutheran, and 
concerns the membership of Committee No. 
3 at the Milwaukee Convention of the Mis- 
souri Synod in 1950. “The statement con- 
tains elements of slander,” Lutheran Loyalty 
Says; and again: “That statement is so far 
from the truth and so vicious in character 
that we feel that the author owes Dr. Behn- 
ken and the members of Committee No. 3 a 
public apology.” And finally: ‘Somewhere 
along the line we of the Missouri Synod will 
have to call a halt to this type of smear 
campaign.” 

Of course, Lutheran Loyalty contains 
much more. All we can say is, Get it, sup- 
port it, read it, and insist that the Missouri 
Synod act up to the principles which are here 
rightly championed. Attention should again 
be called particularly to the Lutheran Loyal- 
ty’s following statement of policy: “We will 


welcome particiation and support from laymen 
who are concerned with present day indiffer- 
ence to doctrine and practice, who, being 
aware of the tendencies toward realignments 
in Lutheran groups in America, wish to avoid 
the ‘abyss of unionism’.” 

All communications are to be addressed 
to: Lutheran Loyalty Editorial Board, P.O. 
Box 2566WA, Milwaukee 14, Wisconsin. Con- 
gregations will do well to order blanket cov- 
erage at least for their voting membership 
and to provide a regular substantial amount 
for Lutheran Loyalty in their budgets. : 

P. H. 


ON THE UNION FRONT 


The Armed Forces Communion Agreement 


The text of the Lutheran Armed Forces 
Communion agreement is given as follows in 
The National Lutheran, May, 1951, pp. 20-21: 


“Articles of Agreement 


“Articles of Agreement between the 
Armed Services Commission, the Lutheran 
Church—Missouri Synod, and the Bureau of 
Service to Military Personnel of the National 
Lutheran Council. 

“1, This agreement is made with eager- 
ness to render our full duty to our country 
in a time of great emergency, to our church 
in a time of severe testing and to those mem- 
bers of our respective churches who in these 
perilous times more than ever need the 
consolation, guidance and assistance of the 
church of their faith, and the Savior of their 
souls; and is drawn in full recognition of the 
positions, rights and doctrinal expressions 
of each of the parties to the agreement. 

“2. The parties agree to a cooperative 
conduct of service to Lutherans and others 
in the armed forces. 

“3. This service shall be concerned prin- 
cipally with a spiritual ministry, with major 
emphasis upon the preaching of the Word 
and the administering of the Sacraments, and 
on personal contact and counseling; and with 
the largest possible use of congregational 
facilities. 

“4, In this service all those cooperating 
shall respect the confessional position of The 
Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod and of the 
National Lutheran Council churches. 

“5. As far as possible in each local 
situation, the spiritual welfare work in the 
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interest of members of The Lutheran Church 
— Missouri Synod shall be done by chaplains 
and pastors of The Lutheran Church—Mis- 
souri Synod; and the spiritual welfare work 
in the interest of the members of the National 
Lutheran Council churches shall be done by 
chaplains and pastors of the churches of the 
National Lutheran Council. 


“Admission to the Lord’s Supper 


“6. In the matter of admission to the 
Lord’s Supper, the rule shall be recognized 
by representatives of both groups: the nor- 
mal procedure shall be that members of each 
group attend the Communion Service con- 
ducted by the representatives of that partic- 
ular group. 


“7. Just as in our civilian church life 
there are exceptions to the usual procedure 
in the administration of the Lord’s Supper, 
thus exceptional cases arise in dealing with 
the men and women in the armed forces. 


“8. In exceptional situations, where a 
member of one group earnestly seeks admis- 
sion to the Lord’s Supper conducted by a 
representative of the other group, the indi- 
vidual case in each instance will be considered 
by the pastor concerned. It is agreed that 
in such cases particular synodical member- 
ship of a Lutheran in the armed forces shall 
not be a required condition for admission 
to the Lord’s Supper. 


“9. It is agreed that the chaplain or 
pastor may commune such men and women 
in the armed forces as are conscious of the 
need of repentance and hold the essence of 
faith, including the doctrines of the Real 
Presence and of the Lord’s Supper as a Means 
of Grace, and profess acceptance thereof. 


“10. Chaplains and pastors are encour- 
aged, furthermore, to insert regular notices 
in bulletins, etc., announcing the celebrations 
of the Lord’s Supper which are scheduled by 
the representatives of both the National Lu- 
theran Council and The Lutheran Church— 
Missouri Synod, thus adhering to the prin- 
ciples set forth in the above paragraphs, and 
avoiding multiplication of exceptional cases. 

“11. In the administration of the Lord’s 
Supper, chaplains and pastors are encouraged 
in all cases to take a sympathetic and evan- 
gelical attitude toward the men and women 
in the armed forces. 

“Washington, D. C. 
“January 5, 1951. 


“At a meeting of the Joint Commissigh 
of The Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod 


and the National Lutheran Council on Service | 


| 
} 


to Military Personnel, held in Washington, | 
D. C., February 12 and 13, 1951, the following | 


resolution was unanimously adopted: 


“Whereas the foregoing Articles of 
Agreement have been approved by the Armed 
Services Commission of The Lutheran Church 
—Missouri Synod; by the National Lutherah 
Council and its Committee of the Bureau of 


Service to Military Personnel; and by the | 
presidents of the nine cooperating church — 


bodies thus represented; be it Resolved: That 
these Articles of Agreement be now adopted 


by the Joint Commission of The Lutheran | 


Church—Missouri Synod and the National 
Lutheran Council on Service to Military Per- 
sonnel, and accepted as the basis of the co- 
operative work to be inaugurated as of 
March 1, 1951. 


(Signed) Pau, L. DANNENFELDY, Chairman, | 


R. E. TunLoss, Secretary.” 
Point 4 above demands something which 


no Missouri Lutheran ought to concede. While | 
we ought to respect the right of others to | 


hold a differing confessional position, we 
ought not “respect the confessional position” 
“of the National Lutheran Council churches,” 
which is at variance with Scripture in so 
many points. These are two different mat- 
ters. 
Commission and the President of the Missouri 
Synod did not speak for hundreds of our Mis- 
sourian readers, and will never get the latter’s 
consent, to “respect the confessional posi- 
tion” “of the N.L.C. churches.” 


Although the Agreement in general is 
subject to ambiguity, the last sentence in 
point 8 is notably clear. Here synodical 
affiliation, of any one who “earnestly seeks 
admission to the Lord’s Supper,” is ruled out 
as a criterion in determining whether or not 
he shall be admitted. Point 9 ostensibly 


We know that the Armed Services . 


stipulates the requirements for admission to — 


Communion. In view of this point many an 
Episcopalian or member of the “Evangelical” 
church might qualify as a communicant at 
Missouri Synod altars, provided he is in the 
armed forces. Needless to say, faithful Mis- 
souri Synod pastors will oppose this Agree- 
ment. They will urge their members never 
to seek Holy Communion at the hands of an 
unorthodox Lutheran. They will not allow 
“particular synodical membership” to be 
summarily removed from the conditions on 
which they welcome guests to Holy Com- 
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munion in their churches. They see in this 
Agreement a new policy of partial open 
Communion, in disagreement with I Cor. 
1,10; Matt. 28, 20; and Rom. 16, 17. 


Lutherans Agree 


Under this heading we find a typical 
reaction to the Armed Services Commission 
Agreement, in The Lutheran of February 14, 
1951, p. 4, from which we quote the follow- 
ing: 

“There was one question to be answered 
before the eight churches of the National 
Lutheran Council could reach an agreement 
with the Missouri Synod on joint operation 
of centers for service men. Suppose a young 
soldier of, for example, the United Lutheran 
Church were to attend services in a center 
conducted by a Missouri Synod pastor. Would 
he be permitted to receive communion? 


“This month the answer was ‘yes.’ While 
the National Lutheran Council was in session 
in New York City, word came from the 
Praesidium — the Missouri Synod’s executive 
council — approving an agreement regard- 
ing intercommunion. .. . 


‘In communities where both Missouri 
Synod and National Lutheran Council 
churches exist, each will minister to its own 
service people. But in other communities 
Missouri Synod congregations agree to extend 
their ministry to non-Missouri Lutherans. 


“Careful Wording 


“It has been traditional among Missouri 
Synod churches not to administer communion 
to members of National Lutheran Council 
churches, The tradition is disregarded by 
some Missouri Synod pastors, but strictly 
enforced by others. 


“The new agreement drives a wedge 
under the old wall of separation. It is care- 
fully worded to make it clear that it applies 
only in exceptional cases. 

“... ‘The time has come to quit saying 
one Lutheran is more of a Lutheran than 
another,’ said Dr. Henry H. Bagger, ULC 
representative in the Council.” 


Open Communion Policy 


Under this subhead the Rev. John Evans, 
religious editor of the Chicago Tribune, gave 
another typical evaluation of the Communion 
agreement, in the issue of February 21, 1951: 


“Hitherto Missouri synod chaplains were 
prevented from giving communion to service 


men and women of other Lutheran bodies. 
Members of Missouri synod churches were 
not supposed to go to communion to chaplains 
who were pastors in other Lutheran bodies. 
Many cases of spiritual hardship in World 
War II were reported as result of this ‘closed 
communion’ policy. 


“The new chaplain agreement will permit 
an ‘open communion’ policy among all Lu- 
therans in military service. This means that 
military personnel of any of the eight bodies 
in the council may receive communion from 
Missouri Lutheran chaplains. 


“Conversely, Missouri synod men and 
women may now receive communion from 
any Lutheran chaplain. While applying to 
military personnel and chaplains, the new 
agreement is regarded as one of the longest 
strides ever taken in Lutheran comity in 
America.” 


Taking the Cue 


Taking the cue from Missouri Synod 
leadership, we note instances in which mem- 
bers of the Missouri Synod are ignoring 
Lutheran doctrinal differences and acting 
more and more as though such differences 
do not exist. In one instance, the choirs of 
three United Lutheran and two Missouri 
Synod churches combine to present Stainer’s 
Crucifixion on Palm Sunday. Also before us 
is a church bulletin of a Missouri Synod con- 
gregation which invites its members to attend 
the dedication of an Augustana Lutheran 
church. 


The Churches and Civil Defense 


From the Christian Beacon of May 3, 1951, 
pages 1 and 5, we quote the following resolu- 
tion adopted unanimously by the (Funda- 
mentalist) American Council of Christian 
Churches, meeting in convention April 25-29, 
in Nashville, Tennessee: 


“RELIGIOUS ADVISORY COMMITTEES. ° 


The American Council of Christian Churches 
takes exception to the establishment of a 
religious advisory committee to the Civil 
Defense Administration, and calls upon the 
administrator, the Hon. Millard Caldwell, 
former governor of Florida, to dissolve the 
committee. The American principle of 
separation of church and state, equal treat- 
ment of all religious groups by civil author- 
ities, calls for this action. 


“According to reports, the members of 
the committee include the Very Rev. Mon- 
signor Paul Tanner, National Catholic Wel- 


48 


THE CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 


fare Conference; Dr. Norman Salit, Syna- 
gogue Council of America; Dr. Joseph M. 
Dawson, nominated by the Southern Baptist 
Convention Executive Committee; Dr. Ros- 
well P. Barnes, National Council of Churches 
of Christ in the United States; and the Rev. 
Oswald C. J. Hoffman, Lutheran Church— 
Missouri Synod; and the purpose of the com- 
mittee, as announced following a conference 
in Mr. Caldwell’s office, is stated as follows: 


‘At the request of the Federal Civil 
Defense Administrator, the Religious Ad- 
visory Committee will undertake to advise 
the Administrator on those aspects of the 
national civil defense program of partic- 
ular interest to the public and to religious 
groups and agencies. Another function 
of this Advisory Committee will be to set 
in motion efforts by which the religious 
groups and agencies of the country, fully 
informed of the National civil defense 
program, will undertake such measures as 
they deem appropriate for the spiritual 
guidance and maintenance of firm resolu- 
tion and spiritual composure of their 
membership in these critical times. The 
Committee will be known as the Religious 
Advisory Committee of the Federal Civil 
Defense Administration.’ 


“The churches can make their contribu- 
tions to their own spiritual composure and 
moral stability without a religious committee 
of a quasi-political nature operating in Wash- 
ington. Furthermore, in civilian defense, if 
questions relative to churches arise, they can 
better be handled by a civil administration 
unfamiliar with the religious conflicts or 
theological issues. 


“The establishment of such a committee 
has been without warrant or authority, we 


believe, from any statute of Congress, and — 


the use of any public funds directly or in- 
directly in the interest of such a committee 
is without Congressional or Constitutional 
warrant. 


“Committees of this sort have no place in 
our free democratic form of government. 
Advice or counsel offered in or through the 
groups recognized will be used to the ad- 
vantage of certain religious bodies and views 
and in discrimination against others. We call 
for the discontinuance of all such committees 
in advisory capacity to civil authorities. Civil 


authority encroaching upon the realm of re- 
ligion has no place in our American way of 
life, or religion, seeking the aid of civil 
authority, is contrary to our way of life.” 


Election of Grace in A.L.C. 


The Lutheran Standard, official organ of 
the American Lutheran Church, January 12, 
1952, p. 15, again presents the old Iowan 
interpretation of Rom. 8, 28ff., entirely 
omitting reference to a particular election to 
salvation, and stating merely that those are 
saved, in whom God’s plan of salvation is 
realized. We quote the pertinent paragraphs 
from “A Study of Romans 8, 28-39”: 


“First, it” (Paul’s claim in v. 28a) “rests 
on the fact that God in Christ, even before 
the foundations of the world were laid, but 
in view of Adam’s fall, formulated a plan of 
salvation. From eternity and into eternity 
the children of God are objects of God’s con- 
cern and His grace. ‘For whom He did fore- 
know, He also did predestinate to be con- 
formed to the image of His Son, that He 
might be the firstborn among many brethren.’ 
That plan of salvation in Christ stands as the 
solid foundation upon which God built, upon 
which He then unfolded man’s salvation. 


“Second, here and now those ‘whom He 
did predestinate, them He also called: and 
whom He called, them He also justified: and 
whom He justified, them He also glorified.’ 
In those who did not resist the Holy Spirit 
but believed and were baptized and so became 
the children of God, in these God’s eternal 
plan of salvation is being realized. ‘Called, 
justified, glorified’ —- these are the three 
steps in the realization of God’s plan of salva- 
tion in man. 


“But note, both the eternal plan and its 
effective application in time are God’s work. 
If it were frail man’s, we could not be sure 
of its effectiveness. But it is God’s. With 
Him all things are possible.” 


New Joint Lutheran Youth Magazine 


The Lutheran Standard, February 2, 1952, 
p. 9, reports that One magazine has over 
10,000 subscribers. It says: “We believe that 
One answers a definite need in the life of our 
youth. One is a cooperative endeavor of the 
Lutheran groups of the American Lutheran 
Conference, especially of the ELC, the UELC, 
and the ALC.” 

A. V. K 
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PUBLISHED IN THE INTEREST OF LUTHERAN UNITY 


MOTTO: “Now I beseech you, brethren, by the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that ye all speak the same thing, and 
that there be no divisions among you: but that ye be perfectly joined together in the same mind and in the same judg- 
ment”? — 1 Cor. 1, 10. 


“We have no intention of yielding aught of the eternal, immutable truth of God for the sake of tempornl peace, 
tranquility, and unity( which, moreoyer ,is not in our power to do). Nor would such peace and unity, since it is devised 
against the truth and for its suppression, have any permanency. Still less are we inclined to adorn and conceal a corrap- 
tion of the pure doctrine and manifest, condemned errors. But we entertain heartfelt pleasure and love for, and are on our 
part sincerely inclined and anxious to advance, that unity according to our utmost power, by which Mis glory remains to 
God uninjured, nothing of the divine truth of the Holy Gospel is surrendered, no room is givon to the least error, poor 
sinners are brought to true, genuine repentance, raised up by faith, confirmed in new obedience, and thus justified and 
eternally saved alone through the sole merit of Christ.” — Concluding Statement of the Formula of Concord concerning the 
Requirements of Confessional Fellowship among Lutherans of the Augsburg Confession. Trigl. Conce., p. 1095, 


VOLUME XIII MAY, 1952 NUMBER 5 


IN THIS ISSUE: Is There No Balm in Gilead? Jer. 8:22. — Missouri, Look to 
Your Seminaries! — Perverse Rationalism — A Poor Defense of the Common Confession 
— Difference Between The Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod and the American Lutheran 
Church in the Doctrine of Salvation — What Does the American Lutheran Church Teach 
Concerning Predestination? — The “Holiness” of the Church — The “Catholicity” of the 
Church — “Building the Kingdom’? — On the Union Front — What Our Readers Say 


of Texas laid the blame, not to politicians but 
to the churches. He told a large audience 
that the church of today is “distributing 
cheap grace, forgiveness without requiring 
repentance, communion without confession, 
discipleship without suffering, a Christmas 


® Is There No Balm in Gilead? 


Jer. 8:22 
“Where will the scandals end?” So asks 
the Minneapolis Tribune. The VA “is under 
fire —- the department of agriculture is in 
trouble” and with so many new sins those of 


the RFC seem “like ancient history.” 


It is easy to see why the Tribune is dis- 
turbed. ‘The scandals have been spreading 
like a prairie fire in a high wind.” Alarmed 
citizens are asking, what is happening to our 
‘Christian’ nation? Episcopalian Bishop Hines 


without Calvary.” 


The bishop’s sledgehammer words con- 
tinue: “Too many ministers preach a sort of 
‘lukewarm’ discipleship designed to appeal 
to the masses, whitewash their sins, and get 
additions to the church rolls. After they 
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have been lined up they are little better 
than baptized pagans.” 


Before us lies an extract of pulpit liter- 
ature which will indicate that the bishop did 
not exaggerate. “We must, I think, look at 
him —- Judas — tenderly. All he could do 
was to follow the Master he still loved into 
the other world. So, in that other world, by 
the marvellous sea, two men would meet 
again, Jesus the Christ and Judas, the man 
who did not understand. In the reconciliation 
with Judas, Jesus is finally happy because all 
his boys had now come here.” The book of 
Acts says “Judas .. . fell, that he might go 
to his own place,” and Jesus called him “the 
son of perdition,” but this preacher passed by 
all this unpleasantry. When preachers put 
Judas in heaven, they can no longer admonish 
anyone. 


Such preaching is a father to our many 
scandals. Yet such an imitation ‘religion’ 
appeals to natural man. Recently we heard 
a fellow-pastor say that some Missouri Synod 
pastors were preaching things the people 
didn’t like. Yet the same accusation was 
brought against Jesus, and John lost his head 
because of that. But America needs preach- 
ing which exposes sin and leads to the Phy- 
sician. The “liberals” in the churches must 
be unveiled as servants of Satan. Pray Gad 
for more preaching that instructs “those that 
oppose themselves; if God will give them 
repentance ... that they may recover them- 
selves out of the snare of the devil.” 2 
Tim. 2:25f, 

ARTHUR DREVLOW. 


@® Missouri, Look to 
Your Seminaries! 


In a brief article on the proper evaluation 
of the corruption of our time, Dr. J. H. C. 
Fritz has rightly said: “It is a fact that 
corruption in the Church has always pro- 
ceeded from the professorial chairs of the 
Church.” (Lehre und Wehre, 1921, p. 264.) 
In this article Dr. Fritz refers us to another 
article which he wrote on the words of Mal. 
2,7, reading, in Luther’s Version: “Des 
Priesters Lippen sollen die Lehre bewahren.”’ 
(A.V.: “The priest’s lips should keep knowl- 
edge.’”’) In the latter article Dr. Fritz writes 
as follows: 


“Scripture and church history teach that 
false doctrine and the corruption caused by it 
invariably found its way among Christian 
people when false teachers arose among the 
people and were tolerated. ‘From what was 
it that the decay of our dear Lutheran 
Church proceeded in our old German father- 
land?’ Thus the sainted Dr. Walther once 
asked in a synodical address in 1874. He 
replied: ‘It wasn’t the Lutheran people, it 
wasn’t the Lutheran pulpits, it wasn’t the 
Lutheran children’s schools either. No! As 
the building of our Church had proceeded 
from its higher schools so also its decay pro- 
ceeded from them. And nothing else was 
possible either. As the teachers in the 
churches and in the parish schools are, so is 
the church which they are planting; however, 
as the teachers in the higher schools are, so 
are the teachers of the churches and parish 
schools whom they instruct and train. The 
higher schools are either the prime work- 
shops of the Holy Spirit for the building of 
the Church or they are the foremost work- 
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shops of the devil for the tearing down of 
the same; either wide open gates of paradise, 
or, if God’s Word does not rule in them, as 
Luther says of them, “great gates of hell.”’” 
(Lehre und Wehre, 1921, p. 165; tr. by P.H.B.) 

Well said! 

Look to your seminaries, Missouri! False 
teachings of men who are professors in our 
St. Louis seminary are not only a matter of 
public record and public offense, they are not 
only being tolerated, but the highest executive 
office of our synod and our synodical ma- 
chinery are being misused to defend such 
teachings. How can our high officialdom be 
made to realize that what Missouri needs is 
not to be whitewashed, but to be washed 
white? P. H. B. 


@® Perverse Rationalism 

“The literalistic reference to ‘souls’ in the 
Revelation 20 passage [v.4] by the signers 
of Memorial 609 cannot be maintained in the 
face of Rev. 6:9f., where ‘souls’ are given 
white robes.” (A Report to the Praesidium 
of the Lutheran Church — Missouri Synod 
from the Advisory Committee on Doctrine 
and Practice, Aug. 15, 1951, p. 20, Par. 63.) 

EXPLANATION OF THE BOOK OF 
REVELATION by H. C. Little: ‘We note 
here that it was souls that John saw. The 
contention of some that these souls must 
have had bodies or John could not have seen 
them, is perverse rationalism. But this is 
characteristic of the millennarians, who per- 
vert not only the term ‘souls,’ but also ‘the 
first resurrection’ in order to make these fit 
into their theory. Souls here, as in 6,9, are 
spoken of as being bodiless.” (P. 204. Con- 
cordia Publishing House, 1950.) 

Aside from our subscribing fully to the 
confession of Dr. Little as given above, we 
should like to ask, Who is being literalistic? 
In accordance with the master-key to the 
Revelation of Jesus Christ as the exalted Son 
of Man, given us by the Savior Himself in the 
word “‘signified” in Rev. 1,1, as well as in 
accordance with the more particular explana- 
tion concerning this very symbol given 
throughout this last book of the Bible, we 
have always understood the “white robes” in 
chapt. 6, 11 as a mere symbolic representation 
of “the righteousness of the saints” (Rev. 19, 
8), the festive “garment” of their victory over 
the world in Christ (Rev. 2,4-5.18; I John 
5,4), the “livery” of the sovereign celestial 
“state.” Rev. 4,4; 7,9; 19,14.) We may 
add, and so has the passage always been 
understood in the Missouri Synod! 


In view of the fact that Dr. Little’s book 
was published by the official publication 
house of the Missouri Synod as recently as 
1950, we ask, moreover: Must we consider 
that we are no longer dealing even with the 
Missouri Synod of 1950? 

Truly, the process of confessional decay, 
once it has wormed its way into a church 
body, is an amazingly rapid one! P. H. B. 


© A Poor Defense of 
The COMMON CONFESSION 


It has been said that though it may be 
conceded that the Common Confession does 
not adequately treat all points of our historic 
controversy with the synods now making up 
the American Lutheran Church, so that addi- 
tions may be in place, the Common Con- 
fession contains no error, no false doctrine, 
and no one in our midst has any ground to 
protest against it for conscience sake. There 
is, its advocates say, in this document not a 
single unscriptural sentence, so that if a kind 
of appendix were added, everything would 
be correct. 


A Very Weak Argument 

To this we reply that this is a very weak 
argument. Even if we concede for a moment, 
for the sake of argument, that the Common 
Confession contains no unscriptural sentence 
(which is in reality not so), the argument 
that no serious objections against the Com- 
mon Confession could be raised holds no 
water. Does not very much depend on the 
way sentences in an essay are fitted together, 
even if the single sentences in themselves are 
all correct? The Bible says, for instance: 
“Cain rose up against Abel, his brother, and 
slew him.” Gen. 4,8. The Bible further- 
more says: “Go and do thou likewise.” Luke 
10, 37. Now put these two sentences together 
— what a terrible combination! We have 
heard many a sermon which contains no un- 
scriptural sentence, but nevertheless, the 
whole sermon was no good, something was 
missing, i.e., the Gospel of Jesus Christ. 


An Hlustration 

Illustrations make things clear. If you 
want a suit made to order, the tailor will, of 
course, begin with cutting out and sewing 
the single parts of the suit, i.e. the sleeves, 
the pockets, the collar, and all the other parts. 
After this, he will sew them together. But 
what would be the result if he sews them to- 
gether in a totally wrong way — where the 
pocket should be, he puts the collar, and he 
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sews the pocket into the armhole. And 
some essential parts of the suit he forgets 
altogether. And then he might confidently 
say: “Show me a single part of the suit which 
is not correct. Is not the collar cut right? 
Are not the pockets the correct size?” Yet 
such a suit is worthless. Likewise, the Com- 
mon Confession is worthless, as it is. Many 
things are fitted together in a wrong way 
and many very important parts are missing 
altogether. This has been proven by the 
Confessional Lutheran more than once. An 
appendix would not save the situation any 
more than another piece of material sewn on 
the suit would remedy this ill fitting garment. 


A Word of Our Lord Jesus 

There are things which can be repaired. 
But there are also things which are irrepar- 
able. The Common Confession, in our opinion, 
belongs into the latter category. It is often 
much easier to write a sermon all over again 
than to correct a confused one. This reminds 
us of the word of our Lord which He said 
Matth. 9,16: “No man putteth a piece of 
new cloth unto an old garment, for that which 
is put in to fill it up taketh from the garment, 
and the rent is made worse.” 

G. HureBENER. 


@ Differences Between the Lutheran 
Church—Missouri Synod and _ the 
American Lutheran Church in the 
Doctrine of Salvation 


The Lutheran Standard of Oct. 27, 1951, 
presented the American Lutheran Church’s 
teaching concerning Conversion and Elec- 
tion. Readers of our journal will find the 
article reprinted in the January issue of the 
Confessional Lutheran, which also contains 
an article on “natural” and “wilful” resist- 
ance in the ALC. Our present issue is bring- 
ing a discussion of the doctrine of Predestina- 
tion in the ALC. We shall here again reprint 
from the Lutheran Standard that portion of 
its article which deals with this particular 
subject. It reads as follows: 

“T can do no better than to give you the 
definition of divine election as given in the 
Simplified Catechism of the former Joint 
Synod of Ohio. ‘Divine Election or Pre- 
destination is that act of God by which He 
chose for Himself, from eternity, all those in 
whom His saving grace would accomplish its 
blessed purpose’.” 

The last words of this statement (‘all 
those in whom His saving grace would ac- 


complish its blessed purpose’’) show that this 
statement should be considered in connection 
with what the ALC teaches concerning Con- 
version, regarding which subject the reader 
is again referred to the January issue of the 
Confessional Lutheran. 


The resolutions of the 1950 convention of 
the Missouri Synod state that “the Common 
Confession shows that agreement has been 
achieved in the doctrines treated by the two 
committees.” (Proceedings, page 585.) That 
is a sore delusion. The Common Confession 
rather leaves room for the old teaching of 
the ALC concerning Conversion and Election 
as well as for other doctrines in which its 
teaching differ from ours. And the Lutheran 
Standard shows beyond possibility or question 
or doubt that the old differences between us 
unfortunately continue to exist. We must 
remind our readers, moreover, that the Lu- 
theran Standard is “the Official English 
Organ of the American Lutheran Church.” 
(Cp. masthead, first inside page of each 
issue.) This fact has only’ recently been 
emphasized again in the editorial columns of 
that journal (Jan. 5, 1952, p. 9), as follows: 


“The sense in which our church papers 
are ‘official’ organs has been defined by the 
American Lutheran Church. At a church 
convention several years ago the Church 
adopted a statement on this subject which 
makes plain that our two church papers are 
official in the sense that they are organs 
established and published by our Church, 
carry the official announcements and credits 
of our Church, interpret and uphold the 
official confession of faith of our Church, and 
are devoted to the interests of our Church 
and to the promotion of its program. How- 
ever, says this statement: ‘These papers are 
not official in the sense that the editorial and 
feature pages must speak authoritatively for 
the American Lutheran Church, representing 
in every statement an official position of that 
Church. Within the sphere of his respon- 
sibility to the Word of God and the confes- 
sion of his Church an editor is free to express 
and is expected to express his own opinion 
on, and interpretation of, timely issues in the 
life of the church and the nation’.” 


Let the reader remember that in all of 
the above quotation it is not some ill-informed 
person speaking in Milwaukee in the summer 
of 1950, but that we here have the author- 
itative voice of the American Lutheran 
Church, — as authoritative as that of the 
Common Confession in which the American 
Lutheran Church has left room for its old 
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errors which we must reject as contrary to 
plain Scripture teaching. 

Anyone who makes statements to the 
contrary is at best deceiving himself and any 
and all such as may blindly follow him. 


P. H. B. 


@ What Does the American 
Lutheran Church Teach 
Concerning Predestination? 


In the Question Box of the Lutheran 
Standard of Oct. 27, 1951, Dr. Emch, editor 
of that column, has not only again stated 
what the American Lutheran Church teaches 
concerning so-called natural resistance as dis- 
tinguished from wilful resistance, but also 
concerning Predestination or Election. He 
answers this question by quoting the defini- 
tion of this doctrine as given in the Sim- 
plified Catechism of the former Ohio Synod: 
“Divine Election or Predestination is the act 
of God by which He chose for Himself, from 
eternity, all those in whom His saving grace 
would accomplish its blessed purpose.” 


Those who know and believe the doctrine 
of predestination as set forth in Art. XI of 
the Formula of Concord will easily see that 
this definition is as unsatisfactory and un- 
acceptable as other definitions which the 
former Ohio and Iowa Synods, and later the 
American Lutheran Church, have offered. 
At the same time the mere fact that this 
definition, which originated in the Ohio 
_ Synod, is publicly taught by the ALC to this 


day proves that a supposedly changed posi-. 


tion in the confession of this church body is 
entirely out of the question. Such a change 
exists only in the imagination of overly 
optimistic Missourians. 


The main difference between the original 
Lutheran and Scriptural doctrine of Predes- 
tination and that of the ALC consists in this: 
According to the Formula of Concord, Pre- 
destination or Election is an eternal, un- 
changeable counsel of God which extends 
over a certain number of men, known to God 
only, and this eternal counsel is a cause not 
only of the final salvation of the elect but also 
of their conversion, sanctification, and per- 
severance to the end. (Cp. Conc. Trigl., 
pp. 1064-1070. ) 

Over against this Lutheran definition of 
predestination the former Ohio Synod as well 
as the Iowa Synod always asserted that pre- 
destination is essentially nothing else than 


the eternal gracious will of God to save the 
world (the universal will of grace), yet not 
in as far as it extends over all fallen man- 
kind, but in as far as it is, in accordance with 
God’s eternal foreknowledge, actually realized 
in time. Taking into consideration what the 
ALC still teaches in the way of wilful resist- 
ance as supposedly distinct from natural 
resistance, its definition of predestination 
amounts to this: God has from eternity 
known who would resist his saving grace 
naturally only, and who would resist wilfully 
so that the blessed purpose of His saving 
grace would be frustrated. And He has from 
eternity chosen unto Himself all those who 
would resist naturally only. This is practi- 
cally the same as an election intuitu fide, 
that is, an election in view of faith, although 
the present manner of presentation of this 
doctrine avoids this particular term. It 
agrees with all former definitions which our 
opponents have given. 

Now, the present definition, offered by 
Dr. Emch, is not a definition which has been 
formulated by the ALC. It is taken from the 
synodical catechism of one of the bodies with- 
in the ALC. Its merit or demerit can best be 
shown by comparing with it a parallel passage 
of the official catechism of the Missouri 
Synod. The Revised Catechism of our Synod 
treats the doctrine of predestination on p. 
144, in this manner: Question 199: “Are you 
sure that you will enter eternal life?” 
Answer: “I firmly believe that, as God has in 
time called me by the Gospel, enlightened, 
sanctified, and kept me in the true faith, even 
so He has from eternity chosen me unto the 
adoption of children and unto life everlast- 
ing, and no man shall pluck me out of His 
hand. (Election of grace; predestination.)” 
Ephes. 1, 3-6; Rom. 8, 28-30; John 10, 27. 28 
are added as proof texts. 

It would be unwise to trouble the mind 
of children with difficult questions which 
have been raised in connection with this doc- 
trine. For the doctrine of predestination, as 
the Formula of Concord treats it, carefully 
pointing out what has been revealed concern- 
ing it and what is still dark to us and must 
not be pried into, and expressly rejecting 
every misconception and misuse of this doc- 
trine, is “strong wine,” for mature Christians, 
not “milk for babes.” However, the main 
comfort, the strengthening of our faith, the 
saving power which lies in the simple truth 
of predestination as it has been revealed, 
when one leaves aside all sophistical ques- 
tions and diffculties which have been raised 
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in connection with it by the inquisitive 
human mind, — this blessed benefit of pre- 
destination, which God has intended for His 
children by revealing this doctrine, is ac- 
cessible and comprehensible to all Christians, 
even to children at the age of their con- 
firmation. It is therefore the proper thing to 
present the doctrine of predestination to chil- 
dren from this particular angle from which 
they can grasp the benefit of this doctrine. 
This is done in our synodical catechism. 
Every child that has learned the chief truths 
of sin and forgiveness of sin for Christ’s sake 
will know and understand: God has out of 
free grace called and regenerated me already 
in Baptism (or perhaps converted me later); 
He has to this day kept me in the true faith 
in spite of all my sinfulness and wayward- 
ness; He loves me as a lamb of the flock of 
the Good Shepherd; soon I shall be con- 
firmed and renew my baptismal vow. But 
at the same time the question will arise: What 
of the future? Will I be faithful to the end 
and reach the final goal of my faith, eternal 
life in heaven? Here is the moment when 
the soul of a child will be susceptible to the 
special comfort which lies in the doctrine of 
predestination. It is not difficult to impress 
on the mind of children the wonderful truth 
that God in His great love considered their 
salvation long before they were born, that He 
thought of them individually even before He 
created heaven and earth, and planned how 
He would lead them in a certain order to the 
knowledge of their Savior, strengthen and 
preserve them in the true faith, and through 
all dangers and adversities safely guide them 
to the final goal in heaven, so that no one and 
nothing should separate them from their 
Good Shepherd. Here also necessary admo- 
nitions and warnings can be fittingly added 
not to take lightly such divine love; not to 
offend the Savior through lukewarmness and 
careless sinning and thus frivolously to 
throw away so great a salvation. In this 
manner the doctrine of predestination may be 
treated in the confirmation class to great 
advantage. 

On the other hand, there are the children 
who have been taught that divine grace can 
overcome natural resistance, but not wilful 
resistance. No theologian, either of the 
former Ohio Synod or of that of Iowa or of 
the present ALC has ever offered a clear 
definition of what it calls wilful resistance as 
distinguished from natural resistance. Nor 
can a satisfactory definition ever be given, 
because this distinction is not taken from 
Scripture, but constructed for the purpose of 


explaining the unexplainable phenomenon 
that the same divine grace when operating on 
equally corrupt human beings does this with 
an unequal result, so that some are converted 
and saved while others are not. How then 
can children be expected to form a clear con- 
ception of this distinction? And now, in the 
doctrine of predestination, all that such chil- 
dren learn is the assertion that God has from 
eternity chosen for Himself all those in whom 
His saving grace would accomplish its blessed 
purpose; in other words, all those who would 
resist only naturally (and whose “natural’’ 
resistance is falsely supposed to be not wil- 
ful). What benefit will the mind of children 
gather from such an intelligence? A sound 
and cheerful certainty of eternal salvation, as 
a Christian should have it, is impossible where 
conversion or non-conversion, final salvation 
or eternal perdition, depend in the last 
analysis on a somewhat dark and mysterious 
difference in the human conduct over against. 
divine grace. 

Everyone who sincerely desires to know 
the truth can see from the testimony of Dr. 
Emch in the Lutheran Standard that there is 
no doctrinal unity between the American | 
Lutheran Church and the Lutheran Church— | 
Missouri Synod as regards the doctrines of 
Conversion and of Predestination. J. B. 


® The “Holiness” of the Church 
Ill. 
A false, un-Seriptural conception of the 
Church reveals itself also in Una Sancta’s con- 
ception of the “holiness” of the Church. 


The Scriptural Doctrine 


Question 178 of the synodical Catechism 
reads: “Why is the Church called ‘holy’? 
The Church is called holy because it is the 
communion of saints, who are made holy by 
faith in Christ and who serve God with holy 
works.” 

The Christian Church, the congregation 
of true believers, is holy, in the first place, 
because each and every member thereof is 
regarded by God as perfectly holy in His 
sight. Not only are their sins wholly blotted 
out, but through faith they possess the per- 
fect righteousness of Christ which is imputed 
to them. “His faith is counted for righteous- 
ness,” Rom. 5:4. “By the obedience of one 
shall many be made righteous,” Rom. 5:19. 

The Christian Church is holy, in the sec- 
ond place, because each and every member 
of it, being “under grace,” reckons himself 
“dead unto sin, but alive unto God through 
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Jesus Christ our Lord,” Rom. 6:15.11. But 
here we must emphasize that such sanctifica- 
tion is effected only through the Gospel, the 
assurance of forgiveness in Christ. St. Paul 
writes, “I beseech you by the mercies of God, 
that ye present your bodies a living sacrifice,” 
Rom, 12:1. And St. John declares, ‘““We love 
Him, because He first loved us,’ I John 5:19. 
That Baptism is a means of sanctification 
(Eph. 5:26; Tit. 3:5; I Pet. 3:21) is due to 
the fact that Baptism washes away sins, Acts 
22:16. Thus likewise the Lord’s Supper 
effects sanctification only in so far as it 
strengthens our faith in the forgiveness of 
sins. As Luther says, “For where there is 
forgiveness of sins, there is also life and 
salvation.” 


The Roman Doctrine of Sanctification 


In contradiction to the above, the Roman 
Church claims that the visible, external 
society under the jurisdiction of the pope is 
the one holy Catholic Church. It contends 
that it alone offers the means by which men 
may become holy. 


In Roman theology faith is purely an in- 
tellectual acknowledgment of Catholic teach- 
ing, and sanctification is accomplished only 
through the Sacraments. Through the recep- 
tion of the Sacraments God conveys sanctify- 
ing grace or a quality of “justice” into the 
soul of man. This grace not only blots out 
his sin but also remits everlasting punishment 
due to it — not, however, the temporal 
punishment, which the sinner himself must 
satisfy either here on earth or in purgatory. 
Such grace also enables man to merit an in- 
crease of grace on earth and an increase of 
glory in heaven. All this has sometimes been 
expressed as follows: The divine life of Christ 
flowing through the Sacraments makes the 
individual holy and thus unites him with 
Christ and makes him a member of His body. 
In Roman theology the preaching of the 
Gospel (which is regarded as a “new law’) 
is regarded as of little or no importance. All 
emphasis is placed on the Sacraments. 


Similarly, Una Sancta, Advent, 1950, p. 8, 
speaking of “holiness” as the “second mark” 
of the Church, says nothing of the preaching 
of the Gospel, but says: “She (the Church) 
exalts the Sacraments as visible expressions 
of the Word Incarnate Who maintains that 
holiness. Life and salvation flowing through 
these perpetuates the unity and the quality 
of that life in the Church.” 

With this conception of the Sacraments it 
is no wonder that the Liturgical Movement 


regards the preaching of the Law and the 
Gospel as of minor or secondary importance 
and exalts the celebration of the Lord’s Sup- 
per as the chief part of the service. 

Recall the words of Rev. von Schenk, 
Una Sancta, Easter, 1946, p. 17: “We need a 
revival in the Church. ... The source of 
revival must lie in something that is out of 
this world, something that cannot become 
impure, something which cannot be dirtied by 
men’s hands and minds, and perverted by 
self-seeking people. That something is the 
Holy Eucharist. We shall have a revival 
when men and women find their way back to 
the Altar.” 

A Christian life is the fruit of faith in the 
forgiveness of sins. And such faith is wrought 
and strengthened in man only through the 
pure doctrine of the Gospel and the Sacra- 
ments, by the assurance: “Thy sins are for- 
given thee!” D. 


@® The “Catholicity” of the Church 
IV. 
The Scriptural Doctrine 


The one holy Christian Church is “cath- 
olic” or “universal” because it embraces all 
true believers in Christ of all times and in 
all places, all those who believe that in 
Christ’s redemption they have full pardon of 
all their sins. In Acts 10:43 we read: “To 
Him give all the prophets witness, that 
through His name whosoever believeth in 
Him shall receive remission of sins.” But 
the one holy Christian Church embraces not 
only all believers in Christ in the Old Testa- 
ment, but also all those who believe in Christ 
through the Apostles’ word, John 17:20, for 
all those who are “of faith” are the children 
of Abraham, Gal. 3:7, and heirs according to 
the promise, Gal. 3:29. 

Of this “catholicity” of the Christian 
Church the Apology says: ‘The comforting 
article has been placed in our Creed, ‘I be- 
lieve in the catholic, universal, Christian 
Church’ so that no one may think that the 
Church is like any other external polity 
bound to this or that land, kingdom, or 
nation, as the pope of Rome will say. But it 
remains a fact that that throng and those 
people are the true Church, who here and 
there in the world, from the rising to the 
setting sun, truly believe in Christ and have 
one Gospel, one Christ, the same Baptism and 
Sacrament, and are ruled by one Holy Spirit: 
even though they have dissimilar ceremonies.” 
(Mueller, Concordia, German, p. 1538f.) Here 
note that such “catholicity” is ascribed, not 
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to the visible Church, but to the invisible 
Church, the congregation of true believers. 


Meaning of the Word “Catholic” 


The word ‘Catholic’ has, however, 
through the centuries received an altogether 
different meaning. On this matter Dr. 
Walther once wrote: “How can Lutherans 
call themselves ‘Catholic’ since the arch- 
enemy of the Lutheran Church now calls him- 
self thus in order to hold in his clutches with 
this name the consciences of men liberated 
by Christ. The name ‘Catholic’ is indeed a 
glorious name, since it signifies the wniversal 
Church, which was founded by the Apostles, 
and is spread throughout the world, and out- 
side of which there is no salvation. Hence no 
one could indeed be a Christian, who would 
not profess adherence to a Church which is 
in truth the catholic or universal Church... . 
Since it is clear that the name ‘Catholic’ has 
received a new meaning, since it now 
designates the Roman papacy with all its 
abominations, and by no means the universal 
Christian Church but a sect, therefore cer- 
tainly no one, who still recognizes the Word 
of God as the only norm of Christian faith, 
can expect of us to carry that name.” (Lu- 
theraner, Vol. I [1844], p. 9f.) 


Finding Fault with Luther 


“We are Evangelical Catholics,” says Dr. 
Piepkorn in Una Sancta, St. Mary Magdalene, 
1948, p. 7. 

Una Sancta also finds fault with the fact 
that Luther in his Small Catechism and else- 
where speaks of the “Christian” and not of 
the “Catholic” Church. When the “Revised 
Liturgy for Lutherans” appeared, Rev. von 
Schenk wrote: “The credo has a footnote in- 
dicating that the original words, ‘one Holy 
Catholic and Apostolic Church,’ may be used 
instead of the words, ‘one Holy Christian and 
Apostolic Church.’ This made us just a little 
sad. It would have been better to state the 
original words in the text and offer the word 
‘Christian’ as a choice. Not everything which 
Blessed Martin Luther did was good. One of 
his mistakes was that he substituted ‘Christ- 
liche’ as a German equivalent for ‘catholicam.’ 
... We are fortunate that Luther did not have 
his way in substituting ‘Gemeinschaft’ for 
‘Kirche’.” (Una Sancta, St. John the Baptist, 
1949, p. 16f.) 


The Original Creeds and the 
Original Meaning of “Catholic” 
It is unfortunate that Pastor von Schenk 


does not seem to be acquainted with Volume 
I of Der Lutheraner. (Dr. Walther’s various 


— 


articles treating of the doctrine of the Church 
in that volume and in other publications 
should be required reading for all followers 
of the Liturgical Movement.) Dr. Walther 
points out that it wasn’t Luther who first 
translated “‘catholica” with “Christian,” but 
that it is found already in an old German 
manuscript of 1448 A.D. (Lutheraner, 1844, 
p. 35.) 

It is also very unfortunate that Pastor von 
Schenk does not seem to be acquainted with 
the original form of the Apostles’ Creed. The 
Old Roman Symbol, which originated some. . 
where around the end of the first century, | 
merely has: “I believe ... in Holy Spirit, 
holy Church.” The same is true of the Creed 
of Marcellus (340 A.D.) and of the Creed of 
Rufinus of Aquileia (circa 400 A.D.). The 
expression “the holy Catholic Church” is first 
found in the Creed of Cyril of Jerusalem 
(circa 348 A.D.). 

From the earliest days the term ‘‘catholic” 
was used to distinguish the orthodox churches 
from the various heretical churches. Even | 
Ignatius of Antioch, the first to use that ex. | 
pression, seems to use it in this sense. Cyril . 
of Jerusalem, in whose Creed the expression | 
“holy Catholic Church’ is first found, warned | 
his catechumens, that when they would come © 
to a foreign country, they should not merely 
ask ‘“‘where the Church is, but where the 
Catholic Church is,” lest they find their way 
into a Marcionite Church, which was very 
similar in cultus and organization. 

Furthermore, the expression “We believe 
. . . in one holy Catholic and Apostolic 
Church” is not found in the original Nicene 
Creed of 325 A.D., but is found in the Con- 
stantinopolitan (Revised Nicene) Creed of 
381 A.D. The original Nicene Creed merely 
has, “We believe ... in the Holy Ghost” and 
then adds, “And they who say: there was a 
time when He was not... they are con- 
demned by the holy Catholic and Apostolic 
Church.” 

From the above it is clearly seen that the 
word “catholic” in the various Creeds is a 
later addition. It can be understood as re- 
ferring to the invisible universal Church, the 
congregation of true believers. But it was 
not generally so understood in the days in 
which it found its way into the Creed. It 
then referred to the visible orthodox Church, - 
scattered throughout the world, over against 
the heterodox churches. 

Still later the Roman Church contended 
that the word “Catholic” referred only to 
those who were subject to the pope at Rome. 
But among Protestants the term is now 


THE CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 57 


usually understood as referring to those 
visible church-bodies which accept the three 
Ecumenical Creeds of Christendom (the 
Apostles’ Creed, the Nicene Creed, and the 
Athanasian Creed). 


UNA SANCTA and the “Catholic” Church 


It is in the sense, as embracing all those 
who subscribe to the Nicene Christology, that 
the Liturgical Movement speaks of the 
“Catholic” Church. Una Sancta, St. James 
the Elder, 1947, p. 4, speaks of “the historic 
evangelical catholic Church, of which the Lu- 
theran communion is a vital part.” The Lu- 
theran Church is regarded as part of the 
Catholic Church and, indeed, as its most 
“evangelical” part. In an article, signed by 
the whole Editorial Staff, it is stated: “We 
hold the Church of the Augsburg Confession 
to be Catholic by virtue of her adherence to 
the doctrine revealed by God the Holy Ghost 
through the Sacred Scriptures and witnessed 
to by the Fathers of the Church in every place 
and every generation. We hold the Church 
of the Augsburg Confession to be genuinely 
Evangelical because of her insistence upon 
the primacy of the doctrine of Justification 
by grace for Christ’s sake through faith.” 
(Una Sancta, Advent, 1950, p. 2) 

In other words, the Lutheran Church is 
regarded as the “Catholic Church in_ its 
purity.” But as stated by Chaplain Delvin 
E. Ressel, according to this viewpoint the 
“Catholic Church” becomes “larger than the 
Roman Catholic, the Eastern Orthodox, the 
Protestant Episcopal, the Evangelical Lu- 
theran, and the other Christian bodies which 
have assumed a particular name.” (Una 
Sancta, St. James the Elder, 1947, p. 12.) 

Recall the words quoted above! “Unity 
finds its expression in common confession and 
in union with Christ: ‘The Confession of 
Peter is the confession of the whole Church.’ 
Therefore we must divorce ourselves from 
those who underestimate confessionalism and 
who seek to undermine the integrity of our 
common Faith. This is one of the paramount 
issues in the Liturgical Movement.” (Una 
Sancta, Advent, 1950, p. 8.) 

_ The Liturgical Movement repudiates what 
it calls a “sectarian conception” of the 
Church. It begins with the “ ‘catholic’ con- 
ception of the Church’s visible society and 
seeks to revive the corporate life of this 
society.” (Una Sancta, Advent, 1950, p. 9. 
7, fe emphasis.) 

ow? Through worship,  especiall 
through the Lord’s Supper. Havby the ay 
when the One, Holy, Catholic, Christian 


Church shall unite in the use of one Common 
Order of Public Worship.” (Una Sancta, 
Advent, 1950, p. 9.) “The great concurrence 
binding Eastern, Roman, Lutheran, and 
Anglican Christianity together is the Real 
Presence of the Body and_Blood of Christ in 
the Elements upon the Altar.” (Una Sancta, 
Holy Name, 1949, p. 9.) ‘Those who unite 


‘in the Holy Sacrament, believe and accept it 


as Christ has given it, will eventually find 
community on other basic dogmas.” (Una 
Sancta, Holy Name, 1949, p. 10.) 


Raising Havoc in Our Midst 


It is this false conception of the “cathol- 
icity” of the Church which is raising havoc 
in our midst. It is this false conception 
which explains why the Lutheran Witness, 
1949, p. 68, could speak of Cardinal Minds- 
zenty as “a brother in the faith, even though 
he be an erring brother. . . . And we use the 
word ‘brother’ in this instance to denote any 
man who acknowledges the lordship of 
Christ, whether he belong to our branch of 
Christendom or to a branch which we have 
always believed to be seriously in error on a 
number of essential points.” It is this false 
conception which explains why Dr. Lawrence 
Meyer could write in the Lutheran Witness, 
1951, p. 325, “We also want to be as ecumen- 
ical-minded towards all Christians as God’s 
Word bids us. We recognize everyone who 
confesses that Jesus is the Son of God as a 
member of the Church Militant.” (Our 
emphasis.) It is this false conception which 
lies at the bottom of the whole unionistic 
movement within our Synod. 

Instead of ascribing “catholicity” only to 
the invisible Church, the congregation of true 
believers, many within our circles ascribe 
“catholicity” to the visible Church, to all 
those who with Peter confess that Jesus is 
the Christ, the Son of the living God. And 
as a result of this false idea many Lutherans 
hold that they may have church fellowship 
and worship with all who profess that faith. 
As the Editor of the Augustana Lutheran 
plainly expressed it in a letter to us: “The 
Lord God seeks all worshipers who worship 
Him in spirit and in truth. Wherever I find 
such Christians regardless of name or de- 
nomination I will be happy to kneel with them 
in prayer to God in Jesus’ name,” including 
the ikon-worshipers of the Greek Catholic 
Church. Of course, many Missourians who 
are followers of the Liturgical Movement 
would perhaps not go quite that far. But 
that is the ultimate goal of this whole move- 
ment. 
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Incidently we may here add that “ca- 
tholicity” may rightly be ascribed to the 
confession of the Lutheran Church inasmuch 
as it confesses the Word of God in all its 
truth and purity, and as it has been believed 
by all members of the one holy Christian 
Church at all times and in all places. Cf. 
Lutheraner, Vol. I, p. 5ff. and 97ff. It is true, 
not all members of the one holy Christian 
Church confess the full truth of God’s Word; 
some of them may in weakness and in ignor- 
ance err from the truth in this or that point. 
Nevertheless, as the Lutheran Church con- 
fesses in the Explanation of the Third Article: 
“Even as He (the Holy Ghost) calls, gathers, 
enlightens, and sanctifies the whole Christian 
Church on earth, and keeps it with Jesus 
Christ in the one true faith.” D 


® “Building the Kingdom”? 

Not infrequently does it happen that error 
covets and obtains truth’s honored position. 
Nor does this transpire only in the world of 
politicians. Before church people cast too 
many stones at secularistic society, they must 
carefully examine their own practice. 

For years now we have been hearing the 
fascinating myth of the fundamental unity 
existing among the various segments of Lu- 
theranism. Confusing lip service to the 
Lutheran Confession with full obedience to 
the Word of Truth, many wax eloquent about 
the supposed doctrinal solidarity. In the in- 
terest of organizational union, many a union 
document has been forged. 

Repeatedly, however, signs appear on the 
horizon which give the lie to much of the 
highly publicized propaganda. Men may 
thank God for the progress that is said to 
have led to a “common confession” of faith, 
though it is to be doubted whether the 
Omniscient One relishes such gratitude over 
the Missouri Compromise; men speak of a 
“united testimony on faith and life” although 
headlines expose the hollow mockery of such 
an assertion. 

Over at Springfield, Ohio, “more than a 
thousand persons, Jews and Christians, wor- 
shipped together Sunday morning in St. 
John’s Evangelical Lutheran Church. . . . Ser- 
mons were delivered by Rev. Kay M. Glaesner 
[listed as a pastor of the United Lutheran 
Church in its 1952 Year Book — P.H.B.] 
pastor of St. John’s, and Rabbi Selwyn D. 
Ruslander of Tempel Israel, Dayton.” The 
Rabbi observed, “We walk our separate way, 
but we walk to the same God.” The Lutheran 
pastor thanked God “for the Jews and their 


religious Judaism” from which Christians 
“have learned to accept the promised Mes- 
siah, Jesus Christ.” Others have already 
pointed out that the theology of this service 
does not square with such pertinent passages 
of Holy Writ as John 1:11, Romans 10:1, 
Acts 4:12, 

Nor is this an isolated case of unionism. 
Before us lies the Minneapolis Morning 
Tribune of March 3, 1952. A photograph of 
a much feted “Lutheran” greets the eye, 
while the headline carries this message, 
“3,300 hear Youngdahl from Pulpit.” Else- 
where in the article one comes upon the dis- 
cordant note that his “sermon” was delivered 
at Hennepin Avenue Methodist Church. It 
does not become apparent that Judge Young- 
dahl went there to express his undying loyalty 
to the Scriptures or the Lutheran Confessions. 
“The demand of the hour is for more laymen 
to assume leadership to bring the Protestant 
denominations into a unified fellowship in 
order to impress the world and show it the 
unity of those who believe in the philosophy 
of Jesus Christ.” We understand ever better 
the reproof of Dr. W. A. Maier, “You ought 
to be on my side, Governor.” 

From St. Paul the Minneapolis Tribune 
gathered this gem of church publicity: ‘“Con- 
gregationalists, Baptists, Lutherans Dedicate 
Buildings.” The intriguing story of the 
dedication of the Brotherhood chapel of 
Gloria Dei Lutheran Church of St. Paul 
|Augustana] has been told in The Confes- 
sional Lutheran for May, 1952, p. 39-40. 
What would Luther have said to this rare 
brotherhood? 

Not to be outdone is the Reverend Doctor 
Youngdahl of Minneapolis. Journeying to 
Mankato to take to the air to speak of his 
world tour, he spoke of his friendly chat with 
his fellow Christian, ‘Christ’s vice-regent on 
earth.” He called attention to such as had 
written him because of his audience with the 
Anti-Christ. By now you will agree that a 
writer in the Lutheran Herald had something 
when he said, “People sometimes ask the 
writer: But isn’t there a lot of liberalism in 
the ULCA? Weare prone to answer, Let him 
who is without sin among you cast the first 
stone. We wish we could find complete doc- 
trinal purity somewhere, but then, maybe 
even we are a little shady!” 

Yet in the face of all this, our Counselor 
in Missions and Stewardship [Minnesota 
District — Ed.] writes in the Lutheran Wit- 
ness, “Although we do not agree in all doc- 
trinal matters and have no altar and pulpit 
fellowship with the other Lutheran bodies, 
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such as the A.L.C., Augustana, E.L.C. and 
U.L.C.A., nevertheless we acknowledge with 
joy that they have the Gospel and the Sacra- 
ments. Fundamentally and basically all five 
Lutheran bodies are building the Kingdom. 
...A systematic progressive mission expan- 
sion program should be planned jointly by 
Synod and the various District boards, which 
are acqainted with the expansion program of 
other Lutheran bodies. Let us avoid duplica- 
tion if possible.” (January 8, 1952, p. 5.) 


We wonder if our Minneapolis brother is 
so occupied with Conquest For Christ that he 
is blind to fundamental and basic differences. 
Is the recommended “systematic progressive 
mission expansion program” a close kin of 
“progressive revelation”? How long will our 
afflicted Synod have to tolerate an official 
organ which does not bear witness but which 
misinforms? What a pity that the integrity 
of secular newspapers outranks the reporting 
of church papers! In anguish of heart we 
lift our eyes to the hills from whence cometh 
our help. Yet there lingers the Savior’s 
query which men will have to answer: “How 
shall the blind” counsel “the blind?” 


ARTHUR DREVLOW. 


ON THE UNION FRONT 


Missouri Synod at 
Lutheran World Federation 


The St. Louis Lutheran, November 24, 
1951, p. 1, reports: 

“The Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod will 
have “visitor” representatives at a church meeting 
in 1952 which Dr. Lawrence Meyer, planning 
counselor, predicted would be the most embracive 
Lutheran gathering ever held. 

“The meeting is the assembly of the Lutheran 
World Federation, to convene at Hanover, Ger- 
many, July 25-Aug. 3. Since the Missouri Synod 
is not a member of the Federation, said Dr. Meyer, 
the Synod will not have voting delegates at the 
meeting. 

‘During a trip to Europe the latter half of 
October and the early part of November, Dr. Meyer 
made arrangements for Missouri Synod participa- 
tion in the assembly.” 

At a recent meeting of the Chicago Study 
Club, the President of the Missouri Synod 
was asked whether or not the “representa- 
tives” of Synod intended to take part in the 
worship and prayers at the unionistic L.W.F. 
meeting at Hanover. The President answered 
that they did not. It was explained by a 
member of Synod’s Doctrinal Unity commit- 
tee that our representatives would have to 
be officially recognized representatives, be- 


cause only such will possess credentials for 
admittance to the study sessions at Hanover. 
It was explained that this would be an 
opportunity for Missouri’s representatives to 
testify to the truth. 


Statementarian Defense 

A copy of Campus Commentary, March, 
1952, signed by “‘O. P. Kretzmann, President,” 
was sent to us. The second paragraph is 
interesting. In it we see the manner in which 
the Statementarian defense is being currently 
plied. The paragraph falls, loosely speaking, 
ito two parts. We shall quote one part at a 
time, for purposes of analysis. 

The first half of the paragraph reads: 

“Something different: I have been correspond- 
ing lately with a good brother about the problem 
of unionism. It is a pleasure to hear from him 
since he writes clearly, does not agree with me, 
and maintains throughout a warm, brotherly spirit. 
Apparently the difference between us lies in defini- 
tions. We have agreed that unionism is always a 
corrosive and deadly thing. It is a clear and un- 
mistakable reflection of indifference to the Word of 
God. We have also agreed that any term not found 
in Scripture (especially all abstract nouns) must 
be most carefully defined lest consciences be led 
astray.” 

“The difference between us lies in defini- 
tions.” Certainly that is not a profound and 
startling revelation. The whole of Christian 
doctrine and practice rests on definitions. 
The important thing in Christian theology is 
this: Any term, whether it is found in 
Scripture or ‘not found in Scripture,” 
whether it is an “abstract noun” or some 
other kind of word or phrase, must be defined 
in harmony with the express word of Scrip- 
ture. To say that terms “must be most care- 
fully defined” is saying little. The definition 
of a term must be drawn from the express 
word of the Bible. What is not Biblical is not 
theological. 


President Kretzmann does not define his 
terms in the paragraph under consideration. 
Least of all does he define “unionism.” It 
seems absurd, after leaving the term “union- 
ism” undefined, to asseverate “that unionism 
is always a corrosive and deadly thing.” The 
“thing” is “corrosive and deadly,” but we 
have not ascertained what the “thing” is. The 
definitions still differ. 

When Pres. Kretzmann speaks of “union- 
ism” it is a “problem.” He calis it “the 
problem of unionism.” He is here using a 
term borrowed from liberal theology, which 
does very little precise defining, but makes 
every concept a “problem” on which nobody 
is supposed to presume to know the final 
answer. 
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We may assume that Pres. Kretzmann’s 
“definition” covering the “problem of union- 
ism” is to be found in the doctrinal content 
of “A Statement” of 1945, since he has not 
yet publicly disavowed his signature to it. 
“A Statement” claims that Rom. 16:17, 18 
does not “apply to the present situation in 
the Lutheran Church of America,” whereas as 
a matter of fact the express words of Rom. 
16:17, 18 do apply to persistent errorists 
whether Christian or non-Christian, whether 
Lutheran or not. “A Statement” speaks con- 
doningly of differences in “details of doctrine 
and practice which have never been con- 
sidered divisive in the Lutheran Church,” 
whereas the express words of the Bible, 
Matth. 28:20 and 1 Cor. 1:10, do not condone 
such differences. 

“A Statement” defines unionism in an un- 
Scriptural manner. The “Common Confes- 
sion” treats of the suject in too vague a man- 
ner, does not treat the word “unionism” and 
does not define it, and is misleading in its 
reference to John 17. We have been plead- 
ing that these inadequate and partly anti- 
Scriptural treatments of “unionism” be dis- 
avowed by the Missouri Synod, “lest con- 
sciences be led astray.” 

The Brief Statement of the Doctrinal Posi- 
tion of the Missouri Synod, adopted in 1932 
and re-affirmed in 1947, defines “unionism” 
(Par. 28) in harmony with the express words 
of Scripture, and has never led consciences 
astray. 


Conscience vs. Bible 


The second half of Pres. Kretzmann’s 
paragraph reads: 

“Furthermore when we are confronted with the 
critic and the criticized, we must remember that 
two consciences are involved and that both deserve 
a hearing. If they differ, one must be wrong and 
the difference must be submitted to the Word of 
God and not to any vague, emotional notion that 
‘in our circles’ (a bad phrase) a certain thing has 
not been done for several years. All of us agree 
that there is nothing more shallow and con- 
temptible and wrong than the doctrinal indifferent- 
ism which marks much of American Protestant 
life. We need not argue about that for one moment. 
What we must guard against is our tendency to 
judge a brother quickly and harshly before ali the 
facts are clear and before we have heard the voice 
of his conscience.” 


First thing, a couple of straw men must 
be dragged off the scene. Pres. Kretzmann 
seems not to be fully aware that those who 
stand opposed to his Statementarian views 
are perhaps less concerned about “any vague, 
emotional notion that .. . a certain thing has 
not been done for several years” than he is. 

“In our circles” is not always “a bad 
phrase.” The things that are out of harmony 


that this could happen. . 


with the Bible, “in our circles,” ought to be 
opposed, and the things that are good, and 
have been good, ought to stand approved. 
“To judge a brother quickly and harshly , 
.. . before we have heard the voice of his | 
conscience,” may sometimes be necessary, | 
according to Scripture. That is what Paul | 
did when Peter dissembled, Gal. 2:11ff. 
When it comes to judging “a brother 
quickly and harshly before all the facts are | 
clear,” the classic example is the unjust con- | 
demnation of the Rev. Paul G. Koch at the | 
Milwaukee convention of the Missouri Synod | 
in 1950, gleefully spearheaded by State: | 
mentarians. Cp. Confessional Lutheran, | 
July, 1951. 
Pres. Kretzmann does not make it clear 
which he wants his critics really to follow — | 
the Word of God or the voice of his (Pres. 
Kretzmann’s) conscience. He seems to insist 
that we listen to, or submit to, both. If the 
voice of a Statementarian’s conscience agrees 
with the express word of Scripture (we 
assume that Pres. Kretzmann means the ex: | 
press word of Scripture when he writes “the | 
Word of God”), then we would not object to | 
listening to it. But in the doctrine of union: | 
ism, where their definition (and consequent | 
practice) differs from the express word of 
Scripture, we must follow Scripture alone, no 
matter what the voice of their conscience > 
tells us. A. V. K. 


® What Our Readers Say 


“Several years ago I wrote you a very 
critical letter, for which I now apologize. 


For I am beginning to realize that the Con- 
fessional Lutheran was absolutely correct 


after what has transpired within Synod 
since then! I was rather slow in realizing 
.. Tam planning 
to give my latest issue of the Confessional 


Lutheran to my pastor.” —-Layman, Maryland. 


“T have been a subscriber to the Confes- 
sional Lutheran for a number of years. | 
am a layman, and I feel that every layman — 
in the Missouri Synod should be a subscriber — 
to your publication.” —- Minnesota. 


THE “COMMON CONFESSION” 
MUST BE REPUDIATED 


THE “LUTHERAN WITNESS” MUST 
BE RESTORED AS THE VOICE OF 
THE MISSOURI SYNOD 
THE ERRORS OF SIGNERS OF 
THE “STATEMENT” OF THE “44” 
MUST BE REJECTED 
EVANGELICAL DISCIPLINE MUST 
PREVAIL WITHIN THE MISSOURI SYNOD 
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@ “Unique” 


The word “unique” is one that is much 
overworked, and it often serves to cover a 
multitude of sins. We were forcibly reminded 
of this while reading in Lutheran Loyalty 
(Vol. I, No. 3 — January, 1952) a report of 
Dr. O. P. Kretzmann’s participation in the 
“Unionism at the Chicago Sunday Evening 
Club” on December 238, 1951. Dr. Kretz- 
mann is reported to have spoken in his 
address on that occasion of “the almost 
unique contribution” which the leaders of 
the Chicago Sunday Evening Club have 
“made to the religious life and thought” of 
Chicagoland. The “unique” contribution of 
these men, according to Dr. Kretzmann’s 
evaluation, consists in providing “‘a distinctive 
framework” (actually this is just what the 


CSEC boasts of avoiding — it claims to be 
“Non-Sectarian”) “in which the continuing 
claim of Christian Faith upon the mind and 
soul of man” is brought “every Sunday eve- 
ning” to men and women who represent a 
cross-section of American life. 


Two months after Dr. Kretzmann had 
served as the spokesman for the CSEC in its 
“main service,” on February 24, the Chicago 
Sunday Evening Club made its “unique” con- 
tribution by having Rabbi Shustermann 
preach — from the same spot on which Dr. 
Kretzmann had stood before him. Again Dr. 


_., Kretzmann’s words went through our head — 


“the continuing claim of the Christian Faith 
upon the mind and the soul of man 
brought tonight and every Sunday eve- 
ning...’ But the words could strike no 
responsive chord in our heart. Instead, 
they seemed like hollow mockery in place of 
the sort of testimony we owe the world over 
against such a non-distinctive framework as 
that in which the Chicago Sunday Evening 
Club offers its anything but unique “con- 
tribution” to the religious life and thought of 
an already religiously too indifferent people. 
Our heart was filled with dismay, genuine 
sorrow, and dread concern for things yet to 
come in view of the fact that such a unionistic 
line is being given out and diligently followed 
by men in our midst. 


All of which again raises the question: 
When, if ever, will Missouri Synod officials 
put a stop to this ever increasing sort of 
offense, by honest, earnest, evangelical Chris- 
tian discipline? After all, the first object of 
the Missouri Synod is “the conservation and 
promotion of the unity of the true faith 
(Eph. 4, 3-6; I Cor. 1,10) and a united 
defense against schism and_ sectarianism 
(Rom. 16,17)”; and “renunciation of union- 
ism and syncretism of every description, such 
as ... taking part in the services and sacra- 
mental rites of heterodox congregations or of 
congregations of mixed confession” is one of 
the very conditions of membership, — not 
only for acquiring, but also for “holding” 
membership, in our Synod. (Constitution, 
Art. UL Vi.) 


Can we still look for our elected officials 
conscientiously to discharge the solemn and 
serious obligations of their office and thus 
yet to put an end to the ever more rapid dis- 
integration of our Synod as a confessional 
body? 

God speed the day! 

P. H. B. 
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® “Non-Denominational” 


In an advertisement of the book What 
Jesus Means to Me, a publication of Concor- 
dia Publishing House, in Portals of Prayer 
No. 111 (inside front cover), one reads: 
“What Jesus Means to Me is a non-denomina- 
tional volume.” Pages of comment could be 
written on such a statement. However, a 
simple question may suffice to put things in 
their proper light. We ask: Are certain 
elements within the Missouri Synod that 
anxious that its publications should no 
longer be known as Lutheran? P. H. B. 


@ COMMON CONFESSION Confuses 


When our | Norwegian] Synod in its 1951 
convention had to reject the Common Con- 
fession, it was based on the fact that ‘it does 
not reject the false doctrine which has been 
expressed in the American Lutheran Church,” 
and therefore does not settle the doctrinal 
differences which have existed between the 
American Lutheran Church and our Synodical 
Conference. The Common Confession is so 
formulated that the A.L.C. can continue 
teaching its errors without violating the 
words of that confession. Since the Common 
Confession does not have the needed anti- 
theses (which we do have in Missouri’s Brief 
Statement), it makes room for the old errors. 

That our objections to the document were 
well founded has now been made clear in 
the A.L.C.’s continued teaching of errors. 
One of the pet errors of the A.L.C. has been 
in the doctrine of conversion. It has con- 
tended that the reason for some being 
brought to faith while others continue in 
their unbelief is to be found in the nature 
of their resistance. Some offer only a 
“natural resistance,” while others show “will- 
ful resistance.” This is an error which is 
definitely rejected in Missouri’s Brief State- 
ment in these words: “We reject every kind 
of synergism — his refraining from willful 
resistance, or anything else whereby man’s 
conversion and Salvation is taken out of the 
gracious hands of God and made to depend 
on what man does or leaves undone.” Brief 
Statement, par. 12. 

That the old error regarding natural and 
willful resistance is still being taught in the 
A.L.C. will be seen in its official organ, the 
Lutheran Standard of Oct. 27, 1951, page 3, 
where Dr. William N. Emch, one of its editors, 
makes these statements: “Divine grace as it 
is offered to man by the Holy Ghost through 


the Word of God is able to overcome this 
natural resistance. This power is freely 
offered and imparted through God’s Word, 
which the divine Spirit uses. This power 
man must receive and use. If he refuses to 
do so he is wilfully resisting the gracious 
working and promptings of the Holy Spirit 
and remains unconverted, dead in trespasses 
and sins.” 

Another error formerly taught in the 
A.L.C., and still taught there, is regarding 
the doctrine of election. In the Lutheran 
Outlook of Dec., 1951, page 360, the state- 
ment is made by Prof. Walter G. Tillmanns 
of Wartburg College (an A.L.C. institution at 
Waverly, Iowa) that Calvin and Zwingli had 
no clear understanding of the Word of God 
as a Means of Grace (to which we heartily 
subscribe), but we cannot subscribe to what 
the A.L.C. professor adds: “How could they, 
believing that only those predestined for 
salvation could be saved?” If others than 
the elect are to be saved, what are we then 
going to do with Romans 8, 28-30? Are we 
to reject it? Here again the Brief Statement 
leaves no room for such leaven of error, 
since it rightly quotes from our Formula of 
Concord: ‘And indeed in this His council, 
purpose, and ordination God has prepared 
salvation not only in general, but has in grace 
considered and chosen to salvation each and 
every person of the elect who are to be 
saved through Christ, also ordained that in 
the way just mentioned He will by His grace, 
gifts, and efficacy, bring them thereto (make 
them participants of eternal salvation), aid, 
promote, strengthen and preserve them.” 
Par. 35 of Brief Statement. 

So far from settling the differences, the 
Common Confession has only added con- 
fusion to the points at issue. What are our 
people going to do when they are faced with 
such totally contradictory statements, and 
then be assured that agreement has been 
achieved? With the prophet of old we shall 
have to cry out: “To the law and to the 
testimony: if they speak not according to this 
word, it is because there is no light in them.” 
Isa. 8, 20. 

Norman A. Mapson 

(In Lutheran Sentinel, Feb. 12, 1952) 


® Pastor Otto Klett and 
UNA SANCTA 
In its issue of November, 1951, (p. 129) 


the Confessional Lutheran had occasion to 
refer to a statement by the Rev. Otto Klett 
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in the high church publication Una Sancta, 
St. Mary Magdalene, 1948. We are now in- 
formed that Pastor Klett has severed his 
connection with Una Sancta, that he is not in 
agreement with many doctrinal matters 
advocated in its pages, and that his name has 
been continued to be carried in the masthead 
of that publication without his consent. A 
letter of the Rev. Oscar J. Naumann, Presi- 
dent of the Minnesota District of the Wiscon- 
sin Synod to this effect under date of March 
26, 1951, to Una Sancta follows: 

“Pastor Otto Klett, Route 1, Elgin, 
Minnesota, a pastor of our Synod, has author- 
ized me to request that you remove his name 
from the masthead of your publication. 
Pastor Klett assures me that he has had no 
connection with your publication for the last 
two years and is not in agreement with doc- 
trinal matters that are advocated in its 
pages. Would you, therefore, kindly remove 
his name from the list of editors in your 
future publications. Trusting that you will 
attend to this matter and thanking you for 
doing so, I beg to remain sincerely yours, 
Oscar J. Naumann.” 

We are happy to see that Pastor Klett 
has taken this step, and we sincerely wish 
that all other pastors who are members of the 
Synodical Conference (Missouri Synod) 
would do likewise, — in the interest of true 
doctrinal unity, which is being sorely dis- 
rupted by Una Sancta and the high church 
movement in the Lutheran Church gen- 
erally. May God speed the day! 

P.H.B. 


@® The “Apostolicity” of the Church 
Vv 


The fifth “attribute” of the one holy 
Christian Church is its “apostolicity.” 


The Scriptural Doctrine 


The one holy Christian Church, the con- 
gregation of true believers, is “Apostolic” in 
so far as to the end of days all its members 
are brought to faith in Christ through the 
Aposiles’ word, John 17:20, continue stead- 
fastly in the Apostles’ doctrine, Acts 2:42, 
and mark and avoid all those who cause 
divisions and offenses contrary to that 
Apostolic doctrine, Rom. 16:17; Gal. 1:6-8. 
Here note that Apostolicity is promoted only 
by the pure doctrine of the Gospel and the 
rightly administered Sacraments and_ is 
ascribed only to the invisible Church: Since 
the confession of faith of the Lutheran 


Church as laid down in her Symbols (men 
may not accept them as true, but no one 
has ever been able to show from God’s Word 
even a trace of false doctrine in them) are 
in full agreement with the Apostles’ doctrine, 
therefore such confession and faith may 
also rightly be designated as ‘‘Apostolic.”’ 


“Apostolic Succession” 


The Roman Church contends that that 
visible society under the jurisdiction of the 
pope is “Apostolic” because it is supposed to 
have ‘Apostolic Succession.” The Roman 
Church falsely contends that it can trace its 
episcopal ordination in an unbroken chain 
back to the Apostles, especially to the Apostle 
Peter. This ‘‘apostolicity” is a myth. 

However, regarding such “Apostolic Suc- 
cession” Una Sancta, St. James the Elder, 
1947, p. 18, reads as follows: ‘We should 
give serious study to the trend in the last 
generation toward ‘unity through intercom- 
munion,’ e. g., the Church of England’s rela- 
tionship to the Church of Sweden, to the Old 
Catholics, and to certain of the Holy Orthodox 
Churches; likewise the relations between the 
Episcopal Church and the Polish National 
Catholic Church. All these are on the sound 
basis of mutual recognition of Faith and 
Orders, without requiring that ‘rites should 
be everywhere alike.’ Moreover, it is obvious 
that none of these intercommunions could 
have been consummated without the min- 
istry of the Apostolic Succession. Implications 
for future unity may not be sufficient to 
induce us to study the restoration of the 
Succession, yet the facts — that church unity 
is probably impossible without it, that for 
many centuries the entire ministry of the 
Church was within the Succession, and that 
the Church of Sweden has if without in the 
slightest compromising her evangelical Faith 
— should be enough to at least make us 
think seriously.” 

In an “Ordination Sermon” in Una Sancta, 
The Lutheran Martyrs of Florida, 1951, p. 11, 
we read: “We deplore the absence of a 
bishop because episcopacy is so incalculably 
valuable a symbol of Catholic and Apostolic 
continuity. It could immeasurably fortify 
our Church’s present possession of incon- 
testably Catholic and Apostolic Faith. We 
observe with profoundest regret that often 
it was tragic neglect which so unhappily and 
so needlessly deprived the Church of the 
Augsburg Confession in so many parts of 
Europe — and us as well — of the historic 
episcopate. Yet we ascribe no magical virtue 
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to an unbroken succession of episcopal heads 
and episcopal hands.” 


Ordination 


Incidentally, we may here add that in this 
“Ordination Sermon” there is a Romanizing 
conception of Ordination. ‘We are here to 
set him apart in the Name of our eternal High 
Priest for the apostolic priesthood of the New 
Testament. ... We do not identify any grace 
of Orders with the grace of reconciliation. 
We condemn the erroneous doctrine that 
the priests of the New Covenant perform a 
ministry of expiatory sacrifice as did their 
Old Testament counterparts. But we also 
reject and condemn the error that Ordination 
is a valueless gesture. Some people may feel 
that way, because they regard Ordination as 
being essentially nothing more than the pub- 
lic ratification of the call that the Church has 
extended to a candidate for the Sacred 
Ministry.” (Ibid., p. 9.) With Loehe the ser- 
mon holds that Ordination confers a certain 
“charismatic gift,” which “is your abiding 
possession from this day forward.” (P. 14.) 
Then in the same issue, page 17, it is ex- 
pressly stated, “When Luther denies that 
ordination confers an indelible character, he 
is departing from a teaching that has been 
held since the early days of the church.” 


“Apostolic Continuity” 


In Una Sancta, Advent, 1950, p. 9f. there 
is, however, a somewhat different conception 
of the “apostolicity” of the Church. After 
quoting the words of Jesus, “that the world 
may believe on me through their word,” 
John 17:20, it continues: ‘Nothing in the 
Church has ever been done by an individual 
upon his own authority. The Church was 
never individualistic. Apostolic authority and 
foundation came by revelation, so that the 
corporate society of believers as the result of 
their teaching and preaching became an 
‘historic finality.” The Liturgical Revival 
again seeks to promote Apostolic continuity 
of the Church as she brings her mission and 
message to the world. It does not agree with 
those who maintain independent or indi- 
vidualistic conceptions of Church life.” 


If these words mean anything, they say 
that the Liturgical Movement seeks, by means 
of tracing through the centuries that which 
is supposed to have apostolic authority and 
foundation, to restore the “ancient order of 
sacramental worship.” 


Was There Originally a Trinitarian 
Thanksgiving? 

A careful examination of the earliest 
sources will, however, reveal that the Liturgy 
handed down through the centuries orig- 
inated, at the earliest, towards the end of the 
second century after the Apostles. 

On this whole matter, Rev. F. R. Webber, 
Studies in the Liturgy, p. 166, writes: “Tf 
there be any truth at all in the conjecture 
that the entire Communion liturgy, from the 
Preface to the Distribution, was originally a 
grand paean of praise to the Holy Trinity for 
the work of Redemption and its application 
to the believer, then the conclusions are little 
short of revolutionary. Graff, in his Ge- 
schichte der Aufloesung der alten gottes- 
dienstlichen Formen makes the dismal re- 
mark that the present Eucharistic rite is but 
the rim of a liturgy, a mutilation, a broken 
torso, a tree not capable of growth, a dis- 
integration. If it be true that the grand 
climax of this liturgy was a mighty hymn of 
praise to the Holy Trinity for the work of 
man‘s redemption, then one would have to 
admit that everybody, the Latin Church, the 
Greek Church, the Lutherans, and the 
Anglicans, have been trying vainly to make 
some sort of order out of a number of broken 
and mutilated fragments.” 


The Celebration of the Lord’s Supper 
in the Post-Apostolic Church 


In the first century after the Apostles the 
celebration of the Lord’s Supper was a very 
simple affair. After Scripture-readings, ser- 
mon, and prayer, bread and wine mixed with 
water were brought to the presbyter or 
bishop, who then, following the example of 
Jesus, gave thanks unto God. This Thanks- 
giving was addressed to the Triune God and 
expressed gratitude for creation and redemp- 
tion. It also included a petition to grant the 
Holy Spirit to all partakers of this Sacrament 
and to confirm them in the faith. 

Justin Martyr (circa 150 A.D.) tells us 
that the president ‘“‘according to his ability” 
(that is, he spoke a so-called “free” prayer) 
“gives praise and glory to the Father of the 
universe through the name of the Son and 
the Holy Ghost, and offers thanks at con- 
siderable length for our being counted worthy 
to receive these things at His hands.” Of this 
Triune Thanksgiving Justin says that “we 
thank God for having created the world, with 
all things therein, for the sake of man, and 
for delivering us from the evil in which we 
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were, and for utterly overthrowing prin- 
cipalities and powers by Him who suffered 
according to His will.” This testimony of 
Justin is of great importance, for he is here 
describing the public worship of his day. In 
his theology he more or less ignores the 
Holy Spirit and emphasizes the work of the 
Logos, whom he called the “Right Reason.” 

The testimony of Justin is borne out by 
the Apostolic Tradition of Hippolytus (circa 
217 A.D.), which is the first and the model 
of all Liturgies that have come down to us. 
There we find a Thanksgiving addressed to 
the Father through the Son for creation and 
for the redemption through the cross of 
Christ. The prayer closes with an invocation 
to the Father to grant “to all Thy saints who 
partake to be filled with the Holy Spirit, that 
their faith may be confirmed in truth.” 

What Pastor Webber regards as a con- 
jecture is thus shown to be a fact. The 
original Thanksgiving was a mighty hymn of 
praise to the Holy Trinity for the work of 
man’s redemption. Therefore the conclusion 
drawn by Pastor Webber is also true: 
“everybody, the Latin Church, the Greek 
Church, the Lutherans, and the Anglicans 
have been trying vainly to make some sort 
of order out of a number of broken and 
mutilated fragments.” 

The supposed “‘apostolicity” of sacramental 
worship is also a myth. 


D. 


@ Does Scripture Teach That 
the Pope is the Antichrist? 


Since A REPORT TO THE PRAESIDIUM 
OF THE LUTHERAN CHURCH—MISSOURI 
SYNOD FROM THE ADVISORY COMMIT- 
TEE ON DOCTRINE AND PRACTICE, 
AUG. 15, 1951, which was sent to pastors of 
our Synod by Pres. J. W. Behnken after 
being made “the report of the Praesidium” 
contains opinions which were formerly held 
by Iowa but rejected by Missouri, it has 
become necessary to reopen the old contro- 
versy regarding the doctrine of Antichrist. 
But this must now be done not merely over 
against the American Lutheran Church, but 
as a doctrinal difference which has arisen in 
our own midst. 

It is not true, as is often alleged, and as 
the Advisory Committee on Doctrine and 
Practice now seems to think, that only those 
truths are Scripture doctrines which are set 
forth in Scripture in exactly the same terms 


which we now use in order to express those 
truths. Nowhere in Scripture is the expres- 
sion “Triune God” used. Nowhere does 
Scripture say in so many words that “there 
are three distinct Persons in one Godhead.” 
Nowhere is the term “Trinity” found in the 
Bible. Hence the shallow reasoning of Anti- 
trinitarians: “Say what you will, the Bible 
does not state that the Triume God is the 
only true God, and therefore your doctrine 
of the Trinity is not a Scripture doctrine, but 
a mere induction, a man-made formula.” 
And still we all know that the doctrine of the 
Holy Trinity is taught in the Scriptures and 
that the expressions used in the ancient 
Christian creeds became necessary in order 
to reject and refute certain treacherous 
phrases and expressions by which heretics 
tried with a show of right to smuggle their 
distinctive errors into the Christian doctrine. 


The same principle holds true when we 
deal with prophecy and fulfilment. The Old 
Testament is full of prophecies of the prom- 
ised Savior. However, Moses and the prophets 
nowhere said in so many words that Jesus of 
Nazareth is the promised Christ. But they 
described the Messiah, His nature, and His 
work, and foretold His suffering, death, resur- 
rection, and ascension so plainly that true 
Israelites were able in the light of fulfilment 
to tell with certainty that Jesus was the One 
who was to come, while the blind leaders of 
the people did not recognize Him. When the 
Apostles and other witnesses preached 
Christ to the Jews they did not pronounce a 
“historical judgment” on Jesus, but they 
were “showing by the Scriptures” that Jesus 
is the Christ. (Acts 18, 28.) Scripture itself 
valuates the proof taken from the comparison 
of prophecy and fulfilment as Scripture proof. 
Therefore Peter did not “go too far” when in 
Acts 10, 43 he said of Jesus of Nazareth: ‘To 
Him give all prophets witness that through 
His name whosoever believeth in Him shall 
receive remission of sins.” Although it is 
true that none of the prophets said in so 
many words that Jesus of Nazareth is the 
promised Messiah and Savior of the world, 
it is likewise true that the Old Testament 
taught of Him and His salvation. The fulfil- 
ment of the prophecy rendered the Old 
Testament statements concerning the Mes- 
siah perfectly clear so that the Apostles could 
truthfully state that all prophets gave witness 
to Jesus and spoke of Him. 

According to Iowan logic, which is now 
adopted by the Advisory Committee on Doc- 
trine and Practice, gainsaying Jews might 
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well have said to the Apostles: “We admit . 


that among all men who have ever claimed 
to be the Messiah there is none in whom the 
prophecies are more completely fulfilled than 
in Jesus of Nazareth. However, since Scrip- 
ture does not say that He is the Christ, we 
are waiting for a future Messiah in whom 
the ancient promises are more literally ful- 
filled than in Jesus. You can never over- 
throw this expectation by clear Scripture.” 
Would such specious argumentation have 
made the least impression on the Apostles 
and early Christians? Certainly not. The 
Holy Ghost had sealed the truth in their 
hearts. 

We know, and have always known, that 
the Bible nowhere says in so many words 
that the pope at Rome is the Antichrist. And 
still the Scriptures of the Old and New 
Testament, which tell us that the Antichrist 
was to be revealed, describe the Antichrist 
so minutely that unprejudiced Christians can 
tell with certainty by comparing prophecy 
and fulfilment that the Antichrist who is 
foretold in Scripture is none other than that 
man of sin who, sitting at the “holy see,” has 
misled countless souls from their Savior and 
who is red with the blood of many thousands 
of martyrs. 

The old Iowan term, repeated in the 
ALC Declaration (V,B, 1), that the statement 
that the pope is the Antichrist is a “historical 
judgment” constitutes a deceitful fallacy. 
Whoever uses this expression merely shows 
that he does not know the difference between 
ordinary history and events which God has 
foretold in His revealed Word. The Exodus 
of the Israelites out of Egypt took place in 
the course of history. But it is not simply a 
historical fact, but, as Scripture repeatedly 
emphasizes, an event which God had foretold. 
And since such events are extraordinary 
occurrences, they are not on the same level 
with common historical facts, but in a class 
by themselves. They are events which have 
a direct connection with the Word of God, 
which cannot be said of ordinary history. 
Therefore, after a divine prophecy has come 
true, the judgment that the prophecy has 
been fulfilled is not a historical judgment, 
but a judgment of faith, which accepts a cer- 
tain Word of God as fulfilled on the basis of 
the agreement of prophecy and fulfilment. 

And more than this. A historical judg- 
ment is a fallible human opinion which may 
be right or wrong. But when a divine 
prophecy has been fulfilled God certainly is 
able to provide the hearts of His children 


with the necessary knowledge. It is true, 
men have at various times erred regarding 
the Antichrist. In ancient times some Chris- 
tians thought they saw the Antichrist in Nero 
or in some other cruel persecutor. In modern 
times some have thought that the prophecy 
of the Antichrist was fulfilled in Napoleon or 
in Hitler or in Stalin. These were erroneous 
historical judgments, because the distinctive 
features of Antichrist as set forth in the 
prophecies did not at all tally with the 
respective historical persons and events. But 
when a divine prophecy is really fulfilled, 
then, in the case of Antichrist as in the case 
of Christ, the fulfilment throws the proper 
light on the words of prophecy, and through 
the comparison of prophecy and fulfilment 
the Holy Ghost makes those who accept the 
Word divinely sure of the fulfilment. Thus 
the statement that the pope is the Anti- 
christ is not a historical judgment, but a 
judgment of faith. Faith sees and accepts 
the Word of prophecy ,as fulfilled, and the 
Holy Ghost Himself seals such a sincere con- 
viction in the hearts of believers through the 
Word which they accept. 

Luther did not pronounce a_ historical 
judgment, but a judgment of faith, when he 
wrote in the Smalcald Articles: ‘Now, it is 
manifest that the Roman pontiffs, with their 
adherents, defend (and practice) godless 
doctrines and godless services. And the 
marks (all the vices) of Antichrist plainly 
agree with the kingdom of the pope and his 
adherents,” etc. The Lutheran Church has 
accepted this judgment of faith as its own 
by proclaiming it in its public confessions. 
And when a church publicly confesses and 
preaches this doctrine it confesses and 
preaches it as a Scripture doctrine, a doctrine 
which is firmly based on clear Scripture. 

In this sense the Missouri Synod has for 
about a century confessed and taught the doc- 
trine of Antichrist as a Scripture doctrine 
and rejected the position of [owa as un- 
Lutheran and a deviation from the Lutheran 
confessions. But now Dr. Arndt and the 
Advisory Committee on Doctrine and Practice 
side with the former Iowa Synod and the 
ALC in denying that our doctrine of the 
Antichrist is a Scripture doctrine. They say 
very plainly: “Scripture does not teach that 
the pope is the Antichrist. It teaches that 
there will be an Antichrist (prophecy). We 
identify the Antichrist as the papacy.” But 
Scripture does more than merely teach that 
there will be an Antichrist. It describes the 
Antichrist so minutely that Christians are 
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able in the light of fulfilment to identify the ° 


Antichrist with certainty. To deny this would 
be the same as declaring God’s warnings con- 
cerning the Antichrist worthless. For if a 
statement of Scripture telling us in so many 
words who the Antichrist is were necessary 
to identify him with certainty, then he could 
never be recognized with certainty as long as 
the world stands. Is it proper for Lutherans 
to say that God has given His Christians a 
useless warning which they can never apply 
with certainty? (And Scripture does say 
that the Antichrist was to be revealed.) 


Nor does it help matters in the least that 
the Advisory Committee on Doctrine and 
Practice defines our doctrine of Antichrist as 
“a historical judgment based on Scripture.” 
This is a futile attempt at reconciling the 
doctrine of the Missouri Synod with that of 
the ALC. Truth and error cannot be recon- 
ciled by confusing the two. If a statement is 
a historical judgment, then it is based simply 
on a fact or facts of history. If it is based 
on Scripture, then it is a Scriptural judgment; 
and if it is taught in the Church, it is taught 
as a Scripture doctrine. But to define the 
Lutheran doctrine of Antichrist as ‘a histor- 
ical judgment based on Scripture” and at the 
same time to deny that Scripture teaches 
that the pope is the Antichrist is nothing else 
than to deny and assert and then to deny 
again one and the same truth. How can 
pastors and lay members of our Synod who 
are not familiar with the doctrinal differ- 
ences between us and the ALC be expected 
to see their way clearly if they are misled by 
such a confusing definition? 


Dr. Stoeckhardt did not “go too far” when 
in comparing the Iowan and the Missourian 
doctrine of the Antichrist he wrote in Lehre 
und Wehre, in 1904: “We confidently assert 
that it is the teaching of Scripture .. . that 
the pope is the Antichrist. Here, too, it is a 
matter of accepting in faith or rejecting a 
clearly expressed doctrine of Scripture... . 
We do indeed reproach the theologians who 
still expect a future Antichrist that they do 
not understand these words of prophecy and 
refuse faith and obedience to the same.” 
This is not a private opinion of Dr. Stoeck- 
hardt, but a statement of an official magazine 
of the Missouri Synod for which the theo- 
logical faculty of 1904 was responsible. It is 
therefore an official and correct presentation 
of the position of the Missouri Synod, and by 
reproaching this quotation as going too far 
Dr. Arndt and the Advisory Committee on 
Doctrine and Practice merely reveal their 


apostasy from the Scriptural position of our 
Synod. 


Those who think that Dr. Stoeckhardt 
went too far in declaring the Lutheran doc. 
trine of the Antichrist to be “the teaching of 
Scripture” cannot wholeheartedly accept the 
statement of Dr. Pieper when he in the Brief 
Statement of the Doctrinal Position of the 
Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod closes the 
paragraph on Open Questions with the words: . 
“Not to be included in the number of Open 
Questions are the following: the doctrine of 
the Church and the Ministry, of Sunday, of 
Chiliasm, and of Antichrist, these doctrines 
being clearly defined in Scripture.” In these 
words the Brief Statement undeniably de. 
clares the doctrine of Antichrist, as taught by . 
the Missouri Synod, to be “clearly defined in 
Scripture.” Therefore not the signers of the 
Memorials under discussion but Dr. Arndt 
and the Advisory Committee on Doctrine and 
Practice ‘misrepresent the position of Synod.” 


Our fathers often heard and read from 
fowans the accusation against their doctrine 
of Antichrist which the Advisory Committee 
on Doctrine and Practice now repeats. But | 
they were not impressed. They knew better, 
They knew that this accusation and the whole 
reasoning which goes with it was part and 
parcel of chiliasm. Chiliasts within the Lu- 
theran Church will always gladly admit the . 
antichristian character of the papacy; they 
will admit that the pope is one of many anti- 
christs. But they can and will never admit 
the fact that the prophecies of Daniel 11 and 
of the Apostles concerning the great Anti- 
christ are really fulfilled in the papacy. They 
expect the real and complete fulfilment of 
these prophecies in the future, in connection 
with a thousand years’ reign on earth by 
Christ before the Judgment Day. Chiliastic 
expectations are the veil which hangs before 
their eyes so that they cannot see the light 
which the fulfilment throws on II Thess. 2 
and other prophecies of the Antichrist. (An 
eager craving for union despite still existing 
doctrinal differences may also be a_ veil 
which darkens the view for the light which 
the fulfilment casts on divine prophecy.) 
We do not “read chiliasm” into the ALC 
statements. The sequence is just the oppo- 
site. On account of the Chiliasm which still 
exists within their midst spokesmen of the 
ALC have to be very careful in watching 
over the formulation of theses which are to 
be platforms for establishing fraternal rela- 
tions with the Missouri Synod. 
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_ This accounts also for the peculiar word- 
ing in which the doctrine of Antichrist is 
couched in the Common Confession. To see 
this we must keep in mind two facts. 1) The 
ALC is diligently seeking fraternal relations 
with the Missouri Synod. 2) It is firmly 
determined not to budge in the least from 
its old tenets. For these two reasons it was 
necessary for them to come as near as pos- 
sible to the position of Missouri. Since the 
merger of Iowa, Ohio, and Buffalo Synods the 
majority in the American Lutheran Church 
does not favor Chiliasm. It was therefore 
easy for the co-authors of the Common Con- 
fession to state that “the distinguishing fea- 
tures of the Antichrist, as portrayed in the 
Holy Scriptures, are clearly discernible in 
the Roman papacy, the climax of all human 
usurpation of Christ’s authority in the 
Church.” But the little word “still” which 
was inserted (“are still discernible’) leaves 
the door.open for the expectation of Chiliasts 
that in the future a personal Antichrist may 
appear in whom the prophecies of the Scrip- 
tures are more literally fulfilled than in the 
papacy. 

As far as the doctrine of Antichrist is 
concerned the Common Confession settles the 
difference in the sense of the American 
Lutheran Church. The present leaders of the 
a svied eve pence the official 

of our Synod by denying the truth 
that the Lutheran doctrine of Antichrist as 
confessed in the Smalcald Articles and by our 
Synod, is a Scripture doctrine, “clearly de- 
fined in Scripture.” They are now trying to 
persuade the Missouri Synod definitely to give 
up its former position and to accept that of 
the American Lutheran Church. As Dr. 
George Fritzschel once used to say that the 
Chicago Theses are “a triumph of Iowan 
theology,” so ALC theologians may now 
rightly boast that the Common Confession is 
a triumph of ALC theology over the theology 
of Missouri. J. B, 


| pean nena eee 
ON THE UNION FRONT 


ee 
What a Dangerous Minority Did 


The Christian Beacon, orga 
( Fundamentalist ) American a os 
Christian Churches, in its issue of March 22 
1951, pages 1 and 5, reports interestingly on 
the pro-Communist “coup” in the “Lutheran 
Church of China.” We quote several para- 


graphs of the report, although it is now a mat- 
ter of history rather than news: 


“‘The Lutheran Church of China has been taken 
over by a pro-communist minority of native church 
workers and has now become ‘The Church of 
Christ in China — Justification by Faith Associ- 
ation,’ according to information received here by 
the National Lutheran Council’.” Thus, the first 
paragraph of a news release from the National 
Lutheran Council, March 13, 1951, begins. 

“The story included the communist Lutheran 
manifesto, the text of which is printed in full in 
this issue of the Beacon. It is the same pattern 
which has been followed in communist China. Dr. 
Peng Fu, president of the church, was deposed and 
an entire slate of pro-communist church leaders 
were installed in office at a special meeting held in 
Hankow, January 25-29. 

“The Lutheran ‘manifesto’ follows the pattern 
of the now famous manifesto issued by the National 
Christian Council of China and signed by prominent 
pro-communist church leaders in China, including 
Dr. T. C. Chao, a president of the World Council 
of Churches. . 

“The key to the entire situation is found in the 
admission by the Lutherans and the National Lu- 
theran Council of ‘a pro-communist minority of 
native workers ... operating in the church.’ These 
men should never have been permitted to have 
been participants and leaders in the church of 
Christ. But the ‘inclusive church’ idea permits 
those who reject the Christian faith to be members 
of the Christian church. Modernist missionary 
work in China has been led by and also has stimu- 
lated the rise of pro-communist national leaders. 
The fruit of the inclusive and modernist missionary 
movement is seen now in what is happening to the 
church in China. Think of good Lutheran mis- 
sionary money which trained these communists to 
take over all their mission work! The responsibility 
for this should be placed by the church where it 
belongs! Will anything be done about it by the 
Lutherans in the U.S.A.? 

“We have no hesitancy in saying that the pro- 
communist element in the churches in the United 
States, particularly the Methodist, the American 
Baptist Convention, the Congregational, the Epis- 
copal, and the Presbyterian Church in the U.S.A., 
will do the same identical thing in the future, if 
cormmunism ever comes to power in the United 


States.” 


The Soundest Church Body? 

Mr. W. C. Dickmeyer writes in The Val- 
paraiso University Bulletin of Jan. 1952, 
third page, under the title “An Hour of 
Greatness for our Church.” He sings in 
praise of Missouri, and in the course of the 
article the crescendo reaches such heights of 
emotion that the sweeping statements become 
slightly out of tune with the truth. 

We read: “The Lutheran Church—Mis- 
souri Synod is unquestionably the soundest 
church body in the world today from the 
standpoint of its adherence to the Bible as the 
inerrant word of God.” 

Now, the fact is that there are other 
church bodies which are equally sound from 
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the standpoint of adherence to the Bible as 
God’s inerrant Word. Mr. Dickmeyer has 
momentarily forgotten the Wisconsin, Nor- 
wegian, and Slovak Lutheran Synods, the 
German Lutheran Free Church, ete. Mr. 
Dickmeyer does not say, but if he has in mind, 
that the Missouri Synod is unquestionably 
sounder than the American Lutheran Church 
and the other bodies of the National Lutheran 
Council, we would agree. We might add that 
the Missouri Synod, since the adoption of the 
“Common Confession” in 1950, has taken a 
step backward, for the “Common Confession” 
does not state that all of the words of the 
Bible are inspired by God and inerrant, as 
does the Brief Statement. 


After mentioning some doctrines such as 
the forgiveness of sins, Mr. Dickmeyer says 
of the Missouri Synod: “It preaches these 
truths in every pulpit within the realm of 
our Synod.” 


We should like to believe that this is true, 
but the observing person knows that it is not 
quite true. The present writer has heard 
several sermons from Missouri Synod pulpits 
which were almost entirely (some, entirely) 
devoid of the Gospel of forgiveness of sins 
in Christ. Such sermons are in print. 


Mr. Dickmeyer should write with less 
abandon. 


Queer Teaching concerning Giving 


In the same column Mr. Dickmeyer speaks 
of giving, with continued abandon, as follows: 
“The proportionate giving argument has 
very little value. One per cent and two per 
cent, if persistently given, is proportionate 
giving.” 

Proportionate giving is God’s will concern- 
ing giving. It is specifically taught in Scrip- 
ture. 1 Cor. 16:2; Acts 11:29; 2 Cor. 8:12. 
But the people are told that this concept is 
an “argument,” and “has very little value.” 
A caricature is made of it: “One per cent 
and two per cent, if persistently given, is pro- 
portionate giving.” It was always known as 
a rule of clear thinking, that the abuse of a 
good principle does not nullify the principle. 
Prof. Sommer used to say this in Latin: 
Abusus non tollit usum. We like people to 
give ten or more per cent of their income. 
But let’s not forget that there are times and 
circumstances when one or two per cent may 
be a truly large proportion of one’s income, 
and is known to God as such. What we don’t 
like is this strain of sarcasm marshalled 


against the Bible teaching of proportionate 
giving. 

Next Mr. Dickmeyer goes into a wind-up 
with a few sentences about tithing, and comes 
up with another wild pitch. He writes: 
“Whether the tenth be applied to the gross 
income or to the net income makes very 
little difference.” While this statement is 
not un-Scriptural, it must be put down as a 
breach of good common sense. Most of our 
readers will find it unnecessary to conduct a 
poll of public opinion to find out if it “makes 
very little difference.” 


Mr. Dickmeyer should write more care. 
fully. 


ALC and Missouri Committees 
Join in Fraternal Meeting 


Under this heading the Lutheran Stand. 
ard (periodical of the American Lutheran 
Church), Oct. 27, 1951, p. 11, brings the fol. 
lowing report: 


“The Committee on Fellowship of the American 
Lutheran Church met October 3 in Chicago and 
canvassed the entire situation with regard to unity 
and fellowship negotiations. 


“On the following day the committee went into 
three joint sessions with the Committee on Doc. 
trinal Unity of The Lutheran Church—Missouri 
Synod. After opening devotions by Dr. Henry F, 
Schuh, Professor Walter Baepler expressed the 
sincere sympathy of his group to the American 
Lutheran Church in the passing of Dr. S. C. Michel- 
felder, ‘who,’ said he, ‘had become known as such 
a tower of strength for Lutheranism in his work 
in Europe.’ The entire meeting was conducted in 
an atmosphere of Christian candor and confidence, 


“The all-day session, from 9:30 A.M. to 9 P.M, 
concerned itself with a frank evaluation of the 
present status.. There was conscientious and con- 
structive discussion of the problems confronting 
us in the fields of Christian doctrine and Christian 
practice. Reports were presented and discussed by 
both groups on synodical reactions to our negotia 
tions on the basis of ‘The Common Confession,’ 


“It was resolved that a meeting of the two com- 
mittees be held on March 10 and 11, 1952, for an 
intensive and thorough study and discussion of the 
doctrine of church fellowship with its modern im- 
plications. 


“Before the nineteen pastors and _ laymen, 
representing a 100 per cent attendance, joined in 
the praying of ‘Our Father,’ Dr. John W. Behnken 
wished upon the American Lutheran Church Fel- 
lowship Committee God’s choicest blessing and His 
Holy Spirit’s guidance in their negotiations for 
merger with the bodies of the American Lutheran 
Conference. ‘May He give wisdom and courage of 
conviction that the progress of the negotiations be 
God-pleasing. Whether there eventuate_a merger 
or not, let God’s will be done,’ said Dr. Behnken. 
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The above report will serve as additional 
background material, to aid in the under- 
standing of the new addition to the Common 
Confession (called “Part II”) and also the 
new “United Testimony on Faith and Life” 
of the five bodies within the American Lu- 
theran Conference. 

We object to the “joint prayer” engaged 
in by the Missouri Synod representatives, 
according to the above report. The action 
of the representatives must be disavowed. 
Agreement has not been reached between 
the two church bodies. The A.L.C. still clings 
to its errors, and openly tolerates them, on 
several points. Thus Rom. 16:17 and 1 Cor. 
1:10 were violated. We are still waiting for 
someone to show where the Scripture makes 
a distinction between “prayer fellowship” 
and “joint prayer,” and, specifically, where 
Scripture teaches that “joint prayer” with 
errorists is right. 


Preview of “Common Confession,” Part III 


The Editor of the Lutheran Standard, in 
the issue of April 19, 1952, p. 10, makes some 
Significant remarks: 


_ “When the Joint Committee of the five Amer- 
ican Lutheran Conference synods drew up _ its 
‘United Testimony on Faith and Life’ (published 
in our March 22 issue) I know that it tried to make 
it a document that would not require any additions. 
If one compares the ‘United Testimony’ with the 
‘Common Confession’ he discovers that in the 
former there is an article on ‘The Church’ — the 
subject of Part II of the ‘Common Confession.’ 
He also discovers that there is an article on ‘Spir- 
itual Fellowship’ — one of the points to be in- 
cluded in Part III of the ‘Common Confession.’ 
Furthermore, the ‘United Testimony’ avows ‘con- 
tinued adherence’ to the Minneapolis Theses, 
Article V of which deals with ‘The Lodge Question’ 
— the other point to be included in Part III of the 
‘Common Confession.’ — In short, in its final form 
the ‘Common Confession’ will pretty well parallel 
the ‘United Testimony’.” 


We shall see. We have noticed that cer- 
tain sections of the “United Testimony” of 
the A. L. Conf. and certain sections of “Part 
II” of the “Common Confession” have almost 
identical wording. And when Part III appears, 
we hope that it will not be as inadequate on 
the lodge issue as are the Minneapolis Theses. 


Australia Report 


A Lutheran News Bureau report in The 
Lutheran, Aug. 22, 1951, p. 34, reads as 
follows: 


“Australia: Sydney, July 29. — Efforts to unite 
two Lutheran churches in Australia, which have 
been in progress since 1941, continue to proceed 
smoothly, with agreement being reached on all but 
one major doctrinal difference. 


“The two churches are the United Evangelical 
Lutheran Church in Australia, which is a member 
of the Lutheran World Federation, and the Evan- 
gelical Lutheran Church of Australia, which is 
auiliated with the Lutheran Church—Missouri 

ynod, 


“The Intersynodical Committees are now dis- 
cussing the doctrine of the inspiration of scripture, 
the only point on which agreement has not been 
reached, and unofficial reports indicate the negoti- 
ations are proceeding successfully. 


“*The past 10 years of negotiation have been 
greatly blessed in that the understanding between 
the two churches today is better than it has ever 
been, according to one churchman. He also 
praised the ‘cordial and brotherly spirit in which 
the meetings have been conducted,’ adding that 


‘the atmosphere . . . breathes an earnest desire to 
unite on the basis of a genuine scriptural under- 
standing’.” 

A. V. K. 


© Review of Publications 


Proceedings of the Frist Annual Meeting 
of the Orthodox Lutheran Conference. 
56 pages, 514x8. 


This is the official report of the new 
Lutheran body organized at a meeting held 
in St. John’s Ev. Lutheran Church, Okabena, 
Minn., Sept. 25 and 26. The words of John 
17, 17, “Sanctify them through Thy truth; 
Thy Word is Truth” appear as a motto on the 
front cover of this publication, which is neat 
in appearance and make-up. An Historical 
Note on p. 3f. traces the present unionistic 
ills of the Missouri Synod back to 1929. Then 
there follows a record of committees and a 
roster of attendants of this first meeting of 
the OLC. The opening sermon by Dr. P. E. 
Kretzmann, on ‘“Ezekiel’s Message for These 
Critical Times” (1. Concerning False Teach- 
ing; 2. Concerning Unscriptural Appease- 
ments), Ezek. 13, 1-16, is printed out in full. 
Next follow four essays, based on the four 
points contained in the Letter of Invitation 
to the meeting. The first of these, by Pastor 
Wallace H. McLaughlin, M.S.T., of Pittsburgh, 
Penn., on the first purpose of the meeting, is 
stated in the following words: “Organize a 
conservative group on the general basis of 
Part I of the Confession of Faith.” The 
second is on “Our Duty with regard to Mis- 
sions” and was presented by Pastor Gustav 
Schupmann of Chesterfield, Mo., and read by 
Pastor Albert Schupmann of Plymouth, Nebr. 
The third, “Suggestions for a Church Paper,” 
was presented by Pastor O. G. Schupmann of 
Minneapolis, Minn. The substance of the 
fourth essay, presented by Pastor Herbert F. 
Koehlinger of Detroit, Mich., is summarized 
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in the following words: “Our willingness to 
dissolve the group whenever the Missouri 
Synod organization returns to the Brief 
Statement Position, especially when it rejects 
the 1945 Chicago Statement and the 1950 
Common Confession and causes the individual 
adherents of these documents to reject them 
or expels such adherents from membership 
in Synod.” 

' These Proceedings fairly ring out with 
‘the conviction of their confessors. One will 
look in vain in them for evidences of that 
spirit of evasion which has lately become 
such a characteristic and pronounced feature 
of official declarations within the Missouri 
Synod. Anyone who wishes to be thoroughly 
informed with regard to the newly formed 
OLC as well as with the aberrations which 
have been causing division and offense within 
the Missouri Synod these years and which 
have now brought about the separation of 
the brethren within this new body will do 
well to read them. In dealing with the 
' problem of the existence of the OLC, Mis- 
souri Synod officials will have an opportunity 
to demonstrate that love (or its absence) of 
which one hears so much these days, but 
which too often has shown itself to be more 
of a love for errorists if not for error itself 
than for true brethren in the faith once 
delivered to the saints. Missouri’s work is 
today being tried as by fire. Will it come out 
of this trial purged and refined, or will it 
perish and be consumed in the process? 
The Proceedings before us will help supply 
the answer to this question. 

Copies of the Proceedings may be obtained 
from the treasurer of the OLC, Mr. F. J. Nie- 
bruegge, R.1, Box 350, Clayton 24, Mo., at 75c. 

The first issue of the Orthodox Lutheran, 
official publication of the OLC, to appear 
monthly, at a subscription price of $2 per 
year, made its appearance in November. 
Orders for that publication are to be ad- 
dressed to: The Orthodox Lutheran, Okabena, 
Minnesota. P. H. B. 


© “Pious” Sins 

This peculiar expression is to be found 
in a sermon of Luther concerning the sin 
against the Holy Ghost. By it he understands 
such transgressions of the divine Law as are 
not regarded by their perpetrators as sins, 
but as virtues. He writes, among other 
things: “When St. Paul lived in ‘pious’ sin, 
when he committed persecution and murder, 
and strove against Christ and the truth, he 


lived in the opinion as though he were doing 
a precious work, regarding the harm which 
he did to Christians as great righteousness, 
holy zeal, and the greatest service to God, : 
as though it hindred error and helped God 
preserve His kingdom.” 

_ Among such ‘pious’ sins one can today . 
also rightly reckon unionism. Such external 
union in religious matters without inner 
unity is highly praised by many people in our | 
day. It is supposed to be progress when 
religious differences san be overlooked and | 
common cause made, when, for instance, | 
Catholic, Jews, and Protestants institute a 
common service. And whoever says No to 
such an undertaking from faithfulness to 
God, such a one is then the one “who is 
troubling Israel; he is to be at blame for : 
dividing the Church. 

True children of God are not surprised 
by such propaganda. Paul lived long enough 
to realize his ‘pious’ sin and to seek forgive 
ness for it. All his life he remembered it 
and regarded himself as the chief among 
sinners because of it. No man can render 
God a service if he transgresses God’s com- 
mandments in doing so. Only such works 
are pleasing to God as are done in faith 
and in accordance with the commandments 
of God. Let us strive after these. 

O. E. S. in Lutheraner (C. P. H.), 
Dec. 18, 1951. Tr. by P. H. B. 


© What Our Rearders Say 

“Your paper should appear twice a month 
and also be sent to every pastor of Synod. 
They just don’t know nor believe what is 
going on by way of unionistic practices. | 
feel that if you solicited funds they would 
be forthcoming. Synod must be informed!” 

Pastor, Oregon. 

“My heart is for the old Missouri Synod. 
The present high church Romanizing trend 
goes against me.” — Pastor, Wisconsin. 
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© The Inviolable Biblical. Principle or offended against. Here are the boundaries 
of Church Union and limits of church union. It can and dare 


. ; be arrived at only on the basis of the pre- 
God’s Word clearly and sharply forbids —. ae eats 
every toleration and every promotion of false Viously established agreement in the truth 


teaching, also all joint chureh work with such Of, the divine Word. Otherwise it will not 


as bring false doctrine, Rom. 16, 17; Gal. 1, 
8-9; II John 9-11, ete. That is an inviolable 
Biblical and therefore also Lutheran principle 
which for conscience sake, for the sake of 
the continuance of the Church, and for the 
sake of the glory of God dare not be broken 


bring blessing, but harm and a curse, as the 
history of the Church more than suMislently 
testifies. 


Pres. Heinr. Stallman, Ev. Lutherischie 
Freikirche, Germany, in Lutherische Blaetter, 
edit. by Fr. Wilh, Hopf (8, 22, p’ 2; 1951).’ 
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® The Antichrist 
, By Dr. Theo. Hoyer 


“The question, Who is the Antichrist? 
is answered in Scripture. The prophecies 
of Antichrist designate, not only in general, 
but in detail, the characteristics and works 
of Antichrist; the marks of antichristian times 
are given. For what purpose? Evidently 
that future generations of Christians, who 
would live in the time of Antichrist, might 
recognize this evil foe and escape him. The 
Church of the Reformation has recognized 
him. This prophecy of Antichrist is fulfilled; 
we have it before our eyes. The Papacy alone 
bears all the marks of the prophecy. A man 
who otherwise stands high in church history, 
Th. Harms, once called this opinion ‘eine 
missourische Schrulle,’ a.crotchet of: Missouri. 
Well, it must then be called a Lutheran 


Schrulle. It would be queer if they who 
learned to know the Papacy so well should 
have been mistaken. No: the error is on the 
side of those who have left the ways of the 
fathers. The Papacy is Antichrist. Let us 
compare the marks.” 

“And a religious teacher, a pastor, who 
knows the Pope’s teaching and practice and 
yet does not recognize him as the Antichrist, 
is a poor theologian (“schwach in der 
Theologie,” Pieper). And it is very difficult 
to see how such pastors can rightly perform 
their duty of warning the souls committed to 
their care against the abominations and the 
seduction of the Papacy if they themselves 
have not recognized the Papacy as the Anti- 
christ. It is greatiy to be feared that they 
are losing the firm conviction of the contrast 
between faith and works, between grace and 
merit, between Lutheranism and Papism. 
The Church of the Reformation confessed 
this article with one consent. A pastor who 
does not see the mystery of iniquity in the 
Roman Papacy surely has little knowledge 
of the history of the Church, of the meaning 
of the Reformation, and a poor conception 
of Luther’s doctrine.” 

“Finally, this article is clearly expressed 
in the Lutheran Confessions; whoever denies 
it does not stand in one faith with his fathers; 
he is not a confessional Lutheran. A Luth- 
eran preacher should know, believe, and 
teach this article, or frankly confess that he 
no longer subscribes to the Confessions of 
the Lutheran Church. And we as a Lutheran 
Synod cannot tolerate on the part of our 
teachers and preachers open attacks on this 
article.” 

The Abiding Word (C. P. H.), Vol. II, pp. 
750; 764f; 766. 


© Religion Among the Boy Scouts 


The following letter, sent to pastors in 
Oregon, will serve to inform our readers con- 
cerning the status of religion among the Boy 
Scouts of America. We have no information 
regarding the church affiliation of Chairman 
Byron D. Hughes of the Protestant Committee 
— Oregon Trail Council. Rev. A. E. Iverson, 
New York, N. York., is listed as a pastor of 
the (Norwegian Merger) “Evangelical Luth- 
eran Church” in its 1952 Yearbook, with the 
notation “Boy Scouts of America” rather 
than the listing of a congregation. 

“Dear Pastor: An unusual opportunity ‘awaits 
all Protestant ministers and their laymen when 
Dr. Al Iverson, National Chairman of Protestant 
Scouting of the Boy Scouts of America, pays a 
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visit to this area., Dr. Iverson will spend Thursday, 
Friday, and Saturday, April 24-26, in the Oregon 
Trail council Area. Dr. Iverson is especially well 
qualified to inspire us in the relationship of Scout- 
ing to the Protestant Church. Before his call to 
assume his present responsibility, Dr. Iverson was 
Chairman of such a program within the national 
organization of his Lutheran denomination. For 
many years he has been leading Protestant minis- 
ters and laymen in this most essential Christian 
service. Dr. Iverson will not be concerned or re- 
quested to aid in the mechanical organization of 
committees but will out of his deep Christian 
devotion and consecration to Jesus Christ stimulate 
our thinking and challenge our efforts to promote 
Protestant Scouting within our units. He will lead 
us to consider an efficient and Christlike relation- 
ship between the Scout and the Church of his 
choice. He will confirm our convictions that the 
spiritual development of the lives of Scouts is 
primary. ‘The God and Country Award’ which 
can be earned by any Protestant Scout willing to 
qualify must be secured through a recognized plan, 
endorsed by most Protestant denominations, with 
the Scout’s own pastor. Last year an increase of 
thirty per cent was registered in ‘God and Country 
Awards’ over the previous year. The following 
dates and meetings have been arranged for Dr. 
Iverson’s itinerary: Thursday Noon, Eugene, 
Osburn Hotel; Thursday Night, Roseburg Christian 
Church; Friday Noon, Service Club, Coquille, Bay 
area; Friday Night, Coos Bay; Saturday Noon, 
Corvallis. As a suggestion it would be most pro- 
fitable, where at all possible, to have in attendance 
the following: Superintendent of your Sunday 
School or Church School; the Chairman of your 
spiritual board of the Church; the Institutional 
Representative and Scout Leader of your units and 
all other interested laymen. Will you please give 
this opportunity your prayerful attention and 
support and let us assure our Lord and Master, 
Jesus Christ, that we are vitally concerned in the 
Spiritual development of the lives of these Scouts 
through this channel, and that we are doing every- 
thing we possibly can to relate them to the Kingdom 
of God and the ‘God and Country Award.’ — 
Cordially yours, (signed) Byron D. Hughes, Chair- 
man of the Protestant Committee, Oregon Trail 
Council. -- One Council, Six Counties, One Budget.” 
P. H. B. 


@® Is “Worship” Now Also to be 
Regarded as a “Means of Grace”? 


The Common Confession rightly defines 
the “means of grace” as the Gospel in the 
Word and in the Sacraments” (Par. V.) and 
rightly says that “the Holy Spirit by the 
Gospel has called and assured us of our status 
before God.” (Par. IV.) 

However, in the proposed “Appendix” to 
the Common Confession (Par. I.) it is stated: 
“The Church, as the communion of saints, 
enjoys fellowship with God and is nourished 
and sustained by His presence and by His 
activity in the means of grace. God speaks 
to the assembled congregation in Word and 
Sacraments, and the assembly of believers 


responds in hymns and prayers of adoration, 
intercession, petition, and thanksgiving to 
God. Through such worship, God constantly 
assures the Church of its status before Him 
and enables it to fulfill its function in the 
world.” 

The Gospel in Word and Sacraments is 
the means through which God deals with us. 
Hymns and prayers of adoration, interces- 
sion, petition, and thanks-giving to God, on 
the other hand, are that through which 
believers deal with God. To combine these 
two ideas and to state that “through such 
worship God constantly assures the Church 
of its status before Him” is to uphold the 
widely-held error which regards prayer or 
worship as a means of grace. “Prayer, medi- 
tation, and the Blessed Sacraments are the 
channels through which the life-giving waters 
of the River of God flow into our life.” (Una 
Sancta, Holy Cross, 1949, p. 13.) 

This false idea is behind the socalled “‘re- 
treats” now becoming rather popular in our 
circles. Furthermore, it is the false idea that 
it is through worship, especially through wor- 
ship in the Eucharist, that we are united with 
Christ and become the body of Christ which, 
is a root-error of the whole modern Liturgical 
Movement. Dr. Piepkorn has said: “Through 
the Holy Eucharist we are united with every 
other Christian upon the face of the earth 
and are made one Body with all of Christ’s 
Church Militant.” (Una Sancta, Conversion of 
St. Paul, 1948, p. 11.) And Pastor F. H. 
Lindemann said in the March, 1948, issue of 
the American Lutheran: “As the believers 
eat this Body the Church becomes the Body 
of Christ. The believers become one body 
by eating the Bread, and this one body is the 
Body of Christ. Still more wonderful, the 
believer becomes a member of Christ’s Body 
in the Lord’s Supper not only according to 
the soul but also according to his physical 
body.” ~ 

This false teaching may become soul- 
destroying; for instead of directing the con- 
science-stricken sinner to the gracious prom- 
ises of God in the objective Word of the 
Gospel, it directs him to his own subjective 
experience, or to something which he him- 
self must do. 

Scripture, however, clearly teaches that we 
become and remain members of Christ’s body 
and are assured of our status before God only 
by trusting the gracious promises of God and 
accepting the forgiveness of sins, offered, con- 
veyed and sealed in the Gospel and the Sacra- 


‘ments, not through worship. D. 
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© Statement of the Union Committee 
of the Norwegian Synod to the 
Unity of Lutheran Church- 
Missouri Synod — March 31, 1952 

(Note: This statement is in reply to the 
appearance of “The Church in the World,” Part II 
of the Common Confession, which, having been 
recently drawn up and approved by the respective 
committees of the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod 
and the American Luthergn Church, has been 
delivered to the constituent synods of the Synod- 
ical Conference for consideration.) 

At the outset we wish to make it clear 
that our committee has no commission from 
our synod to consider such a supplementary 
statement as has been presented to us. We 
have as a synod, unanimously and after long 
and serious consideration in conferences and 
congregations, declared ourselves on the 
Common Confession. After having given our 
reasons and Scripture-grounded objections 
to the Common Confession, our Norwegian 
Synod has presented to the Lutheran Church- 
Missouri Synod these resolutions: 


“BE IT RESOLVED that we cannot give 
our consent to the Common Confession as a 
settlement of doctrinal differences between 
the Synodical Conference and the American 
Lutheran Church. 


“We earnestly entreat our sister Synod, 
the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod, to re- 
consider its adoption of the Common Confes- 
sion and to reject it as a settlement of its 
doctrinal differences with the American Luth- 
eran Church. 


“We further entreat the Lutheran Church- 
Missouri Synod to discontinue negotiations 
with the American Lutheran Church except 
on the basis of a full acceptance of the Brief 
Statement. Titus 3, 10.” 


Upon these resolutions we stand today 
and we await the answer of the Lutheran 
Church-Missouri Synod in convention assem- 
bled. Until these objections have been 
answered by the body that referred the Com- 
mon Confession to us, we hold that we have 
nothing before us as a synod to consider. We 
shall report to the Synodical Conference on 
our resolutions in order that it may evaluate 
the situation that confronts us. 


Our Synod in all good faith acted on the 
Common Confession as a document which was 
ready and prepared for our. conscientious 
study and reaction. We did not act on the 
document as then being incomplete or as 
though the Missouri Synod regarded it as the 
first rung in reaching doctrinal agreement 


with the A.L.C. That we were right in 
regarding it as we did has been proved by 
your own official committee which stated to 
us that as of June 1950 the Common Confes- 
sion was an adequate and satisfactory settle- 
ment of the doctrines there treated. We 
have since had no indication of any kind from 
your committee or the officials that there has 
been any recession from this position. On 
the other hand we have evidence to show 
that the Common Confession has been de- 
fended and supported as it reads. Until we 
have been shown that there has been a change 
in this we cannot but continue to issue warn- 
ings and to declare that you are exposing 
yourselves to grave dangers and doing wrong 
in continuing negotiations with a body which 
by word and action has shown and still shows 
that it believes that it is neither necessary 
nor possible to agree in all non-fundamental 
doctrines — yea, which has shown and still 
shows that it can fellowship in prayer and 
communion with those who forthrightly deny 
the verbal inspiration of the Bible. How this 
leaven of laxity and unionism has infected 
and filtered into the Missouri Synod itself we 
are prepared to show. This we regard as a 
fruit of the latitudinarian attitude which has 
been shown in union negotiations which we 
hold have been carried on in violation of 
Titus 3, 10. 


Indeed our present duty must be to settle 
our own differences in the Synodical Confer- 
ence or else there will be no possibility of a 
united testimony and confession in this Con- | 
ference as it is now constituted. If this is 
not done, then the cause for division in the 
Synodical Conference must be laid at the feet 
of those who have departed from the stand- 
ards we raised together 80 years ago. Those 
who agree on the faulty basis of the Common 
Confession will be known as those who have 
left the former brotherhood both of the 
Missouri Synod and of the Synodical Confer- | 
ence. It is our conviction therefore that there 
is no point in discussing Part II of the Com- 
mon Confession as long as Part I stands as 
the confession of the Missouri Synod. This 
position is in accord with the Norwegian 
Synod’s resolution asking the Lutheran 
Church-Missouri Synod “to reconsider its 
adoption of the Common Confession and to 
reject it as a settlement of its doctrinal dif- 
ferences with the American Lutheran 
Church.” — The Clergy Bulletin, Published 
by authority of the General Pastoral Confer- 
ence of the Norwegian Synod, May, 1952 
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© Various Forms of Unionism 
Unionism assumes various forms. 


Sinful unionism is in evidence when, in 
an effort to bring about union, articles of 
agreement are drawn up that do, indeed, 
present the true doctrine but that place some 
false doctrine alongside of it. In this case 
truth and error are virtually placed on an 
equal footing, and thus the doctrine ceases 
to be a confession of the truth. If we grant 
error a place alongside of the truth, we there- 
by take back our confession of the truth, 
because the truth has this characteristic: it 
claims exclusive right and shuts every error 
out. The truth is always “exclusive” over 
against error. We deceive ourselves when, 
we imagine that we embrace the truth if at 
the same time we grant error a place along- 
side of the truth. Luther brings this out 
nicely in his well-known admonition to George 
Major: “A man that holds his doctrine, 
creed, and confession to be the very truth 
cannot stand in line with such as teach, or 
are given to, false doctrine... . A teacher 
who holds his peace in the face of error and 
yet insists that he is a teacher of the truth, 
is worse than an open enthusiast. ... Aye, 
either he is secretly at one with the enemy, 
or he is a doubter and a weather-cock, wait- 
ing to see which way the wind will blow, 
whether Christ or the devil will prevail. Or 
he doesn’t know his own mind, and is not 
worthy to be called a disciple, much less a 
teacher. He is afraid to hurt anyone’s feel- 
ings, neither willing to stand up for Christ 
TTD hurt the devil and the world.” (XVII, 


Sinful unionism is furthermore in evi- 
dence when, in negotiations to bring about 
unity, ambiguous terms are used, i.e., terms 
that are interpreted correctly by some and 
mis-interpreted by others. Papists admit the 
statement that a man is justified and saved 
“by grace,” but by grace they mean what 
they are pleased to term “infused grace” 
(grace poured into the heart), i.e., a man’s 
sanctification and good works. Christians, 
on the other hand, when speaking of the way 
in which a man is justified and saved, mean, 
by “:grace” God’s gracious disposition, God’s 
mercy, which, because of the merit of Christ, 
dwells in the heart of Ged, is proclaimed in 
the Gospel, and appropriated by man through 
faith. When papists therefore say that a man 
is justified and saved “by grace,” they mean 
that he is justified and saved by his sanctifi- 
cation and good works, hence, by the works: 


of the Law. When Christians say that a man. 
is justified and saved “by grace” they mean. 
that which the Bible teaches, for example, 
Romans 3, 28: “Therefore we conclude that 
a man is justified by faith, without the deeds 
of the Law,” and Ephesians 2, 8-9: ‘“By grace 
are ye saved through faith, and that not of 
yourselves; it is the gift of God, not of works, 
lest any man should boast.” This is but one 
example out of many, showing how two sets 
of people may speak the selfsame words 
while having entirely different, yea, opposite 
doctrines in mind. And if we, in conferring 
with others for the purpose of establishing 
Christian unity, were to use ambiguous terms 
—— whether purposely, or from a lack of 
understanding of the matter in hand — we 
would deceive ourselves and others. We 
would not be promoting Christian unity, but 
merely a union of truth and error, which 
God forbids. Luther says, respecting the 
use of ambiguous terms (XVIII, 1996): 
“Fabius teaches that one ought to steer clear 
of ambiguous terms, just as a mariner steers 
clear of rocks, and while an occasional slip 
in that direction is pardonable, to seek such 
terms and use them on purpose is worthy of 
the just hatred of all. For if in religion and 
jurisprudence and all weighty matters one 
were to accustom oneself to speak dubiously 
and deceitfully, what would result from it but 
a veritable Babel of confusion, in which none 
could understand the other?” 

Anti-Biblical unionism is lastly in evidence 
when a church body does, in its constitution, 
subscribe to the confession of the orthodox 
(i. e., the Lutheran) Church, but when, at 
the same time, it lets false teachers go un- 
challenged. We say: “Let them go wnchal- 
lenged.” The mere fact that a false doctrine 
rears its head in a church does not make 
that church unionistic. Even in the Apostolic 
Church. false doctrine reared its head, and 
that quite alarmingly. Even of the Apostolic 
Church it might be said: ‘Where Christ 
builds His Church the devil builds a chapel 
next to it.” Even in the Apostolic Church the 
devil sought to disseminate the ruinous 
heresies that the word of the Apostles is not 
the infallible Word of Christ and that a man 
is not justified in the sight of God wholly 
and solely by faith in Christ’s vicarious atone- 
ment, but also by the works of the Law. The 
very resurrection of the dead was called into 
question. But the Apostles do not give free 
reign to these errors, but inculcated God’s 
command ‘that Christians separate from all 
teachers who do not teach the doctrine of the 
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Apostles, Romans 16,17, and deny the right 
hand of fellowship to all those who bring 


not the doctrine of Christ, II John 10,11.: 


Also at the time of the Reformation, when 
God caused the light of His Word to shine 
forth once more in such marvelous bright- 
ness, Luther was soon obliged to complain: 
“Please God and our dear Lord Jesus Christ! 
Here comes another storm. ... Dr. Andreas 
Carlstadt is turned away and has become our 
worst enemy.” (XX, 132.) And many such 
storms swept over the Church ot the Refor~ 
mation, some before and still more after Lu- 
ther’s death. Luther was so grieved by this dis- 
turbance of the unity of doctrine that he ex- 
claimed: “God is my witness that I would 
gladly, if it were possible, buy off this dissen- 
sion with my own body and blood.” (XVII, 
2051.) Luther is willing to confer with such 
as deviate from the Christian doctrine, and 
that with all patience, for the purpose of 
bringing about unity. And he would do so 
“in hopes that in future we may be joined 
together in one communion, or church body.” 
(XVII, 2052.) But he will have no church 
fellowship as long as no unity is achieved in 
doctrine. He says: “No peace and unity for 
me which involves a loss of God’s Word.” 
(IX, 831.) Also within our own communion, 
the Missouri Synod, from the beginning down, 
to the present day, men have from time to 
time sought to set up false doctrine. But 
that has not made us a unionisitic church, be- 
cause we exposed their errors by the Word 
of God. In this manner the erring ones were 
either gained or their connections with our 
Church were severed. God keep us in this 
opposition to unionism! 


This we will gladly do after the manner 
of our fathers: We will attend so-called ‘free 
conferences’ and discuss doctrinal differences 
with our opponents in all patience and kind- 
ness and humility with a view of establishing 
unity. But church fellowship we cannot 
establish and keep save with those who agree 
with us in the Christian doctrine. We are 
fully convinced that in so doing we are doing 
the will of God and serving the best interests 
of the Church . The only way, however, to 
retain this conviction, or to regain it when 
it threatens to slip away, is by letting the 
Word of God dwell in us richly in church, 
school, and home. Especially must we 
pastors, in this day of multifarious activity, 
guard against this danger of neglecting our 
daily studies in the Christian doctrine. Now 
we have this Christian doctrine in the in- 
spired Word of the Apostles and Prophets, 


in the infallible word of Scripture. The Holy 
Spirit is in and with this Word and teaches 
us over and over to see in it the Word of 
God, to regard it as our highest treasure, to 
love it sincerely and to teach it without 
abridgment ox alteration unto the salvation 
of ‘men’s souls, and in conformity with 
Christ’s will and for the furtherance of His 
glory. Greater cause there never was, nor 
more momentous. The crusaders of the 
Middle Ages once cried in their enthusiasm: 
“God willis it! God wills it!” Now that was 
for the greater part mistaken zeal, propa- 
ganda for the papacy and its murderous 
doctrine of salvation by works. When we, 
by the grace of God contend for the unadul- 
terated doctrine of the Word of God and 
avoid all fellowship with false doctrine and 
seek to hearten one another with the cry: 
“God wills it!” ‘God wills it!,” this is not 
religious fanaticism, but propaganda for the 
Christian Church on earth which is well- 
pleasing to the Master. God speed the work! 
God cause it to prosper! Amen. 


Dr. F. Pieper, Unionism: What Does the 
Bible Say about Church-Union?, pp. 37-39. 


© A Deadly Parallel 


As we carefully study the history of 
dogma, especially that of the sixteenth cen- 
tury, we are bound to note the amazing 
similarity between certain happenings of the 
Reformation period and some recent events 
in at least two bodies of the Lutheran 
churches in America. 


Let us take note, first, of the develop. 
ments following the acceptance of the Augs. 
burg Confession in the year 1530, as sketched 
in the “Historical Introduction to the Sym, 
bolical Books” in the Triglot edition of the 
Lutheran Confessions. In Chapter IV, 
Melanchthon’s Alterations of the Augsburg 
Confession, we were struck in particular with 
two observations. In #34 we are told: 
“True, in making all these changes, Melanch- 
thon did not introduce any direct heresy into 
the Variata. He did, however, in the interest 
of his irenic and unionistic policy and dog- 
matic’ vacillations, render ambiguous and 
weaken the clear sense of the Augustana. 
... Whenever he weakened and trimmed the 
doctrines he had once confessed, he did so in 
order to satisfy definite interests of his own, 
interests selfevidently not subservient to, but 
conflicting with, the clear expression_and bold 
confession of the old Lutheran truth.” And 
in #35 we read “A close scruting of the 


Tue CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 79 


Variata had unmistakably revealed the fact 
that it actually did deviate from the original 
document not only in extent, but also with 
regard to intent, not merely formally but 
materially as well.” (P. 26f.) 


Let us now turn to the recent history of 
the Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod. When 
that corporate body, in its convention at Fort 
Wayne, resolved to have one document, and 
when it then at Chicago re-affirmed the 
BRIEF STATEMENT, the world was to under- 
stand ‘that this document presented the 
official stand of the body and was not to be 
tampered with. In other words, the oppo- 
nents of the Missouri Synod could take it or 
leave it: there was to be no compromise or 
appeasement. But now behold the so-called 
“Common Confession.” It was expressly 
stated that this new document was not to 
supersede the BRIEF STATEMENT. And 
yet, a child of twelve years, reared in one of 
our good Lutheran parish schools, can plainly 
see the “irenic and unionistic policy and the 
dogmatic vacillations,’ and these ‘render 
ambiguous and weaken the clear sense” of 
the BRIEF STATEMENT. The “Common 
Confession” deviates from the BRIEF STATE- 
MENT, “not only in extent, but also with 
regard to intent, not merely formally, but 
materially as well.” What a pity! What a 
blotch on the escutcheon of the proud Mis- 
souri Synod! 


Let us take, in the second place, a few 
remarks of Luther on Matthew 18:6.7, from 
which we quote the following: ‘And Jesus in 
this instance does not speak primarily of the 
offense, by which people through external 
evil examples are caused to fall; but He 
speaks of another offense, which is the true 
offense, in which one, by false teaching and 
living, is opposed to God and His Word, and 
with a show or covering of the divine name 
misleads simple people. . . . And when the 
devil desires to create an offense against the 
right doctrine and faith, he does so not 
through small people, who have no standing 
before the world, but through those who are 
the very best, the wisest, the holiest, and the 
most learned, they are the ones who occasion 
trouble, as the saying goes: No unimportant 
man occasions heresy, but important people. 
Also: Great and high-standing people commit 
great foolishness and mar the rough building 
stones. ... The Lord will excuse no one who 
becomes a follower of offense; just as it is 
nowadays a common saying, that people make 
the plea: What shall I do about it; I am a 
layman and no doctor; I have no understand- 


ing in religious matters, how should I know 
who is right and who is wrong? How should 
I beware of offense? I go to church and 
listen; what my minister tells me, that I 
believe. . .. So the good people suppose that 
it is sufficient when their pastor says it, who 
is their eye, whom they follow on God’s 
account and should obey, and they suppose 
that they will thereby have an excuse. Yea, 
he who has letter and seal for it would not 
be badly off. But who will give me the cer- 
tainty that I thereby am excused before God, 
If I follow my pastor who teaches contrary 
to God’s Word, gives offense, and misleads 
me? ...If thou canst not get to heaven with 
the pastor, rather let him go his way, that 
thou mayest be saved, and let the pastor 
rather go to hell to the devil alone rather 
then with thee, for there is where he belongs. 
Therefore let thy bishop, so far as I am con- 
cerned, place his soul into hell... . Here the 
people should say: Truly, I see it and lay 
hold of it that they mislead the people, for 
they speak contrary to the true eye, the Lord 
Christ, who is the true light and the right 
sun; and in Him, who teaches correctly, I 
have my two eyes, and therefore false 
bishops and teachers should be told: Thou 
art my eye that offends me, for that reason 
I cast thee before the devil and follow the 
Lord Christ. But one is not to obey the com- 
mandments of men. — And that person will 
not be excused who offers the pretense that 
bishops, fathers, and councils have so ordered 
it. But say thus: God is above all, Acts 5, 
and we should obey God rather than men.... 
One must be governed by the fact that God 
must be obeyed more than all men, whether 
they bear the name parents, government, 
preachers, yea, even the whole Church, if so 
be that she should be opposed to Christ. 
I will not mention the fact that one should 
oppose a single bishop, who in addition is an 
egregious ass. Such an eye one should 
always pluck out. But he who follows the 
government, parents, and ministers who com- 
mand offenses, it will serve him right that he 
goes to the abyss of hell with eyes and with 
everything. .. . It is better for me to come to 
heaven with Christ than to go to hell with the 
doctors, parents, government, and with the 
common man. For one must obey God 
rather than men, whether they bear the name 
preacher, father and mother, big John or 
little John. . . . Christ has reference to false 
teaching and heresy, which by means of a 
great, magnificent splendor draws away from 
Christ and leads into the abyss of hell.” (St. 
Louis Edition, 7, 880-905.) , 
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Who will not be bound to see that Luther 
here speaks as a prophet of these latter days? 
For the judgment which he here pronounces 
with reference to the conditions of his day, 
exactly fits the conditions which we have be- 
fore us in the progressive deterioration of the 
Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod in doc- 
trine and practice during the last decades, 
and particularly since 1945. What Luther 
writes is in line with the prophecies pro- 
nounced by Isaiah, especially in chapters 1 
to 3. Nor may we disregard the warning cry 
of St. Peter, 1 Peter 4, 17-19, when he says 
that “the time is come that judgment must 
begin at the house of God.” Leading men of 
the Missouri Synod, seminary professors, offi- 
cials of districts, prominent clergymen are 
the ones who have wrought havoc in the 
Church with their ambiguous and false teach- 
ing, with their unionistic practices, with their 
readiness to offer compromises and appease- 
ments. Their entire activity is opposed to the 
spirit of Holy Writ and to the position taken 
by Luther and the staunch confessors of the 
sixteenth century, especially during the 
Interimistic Controversies. 

And the saddest part of the situation is 
this that the laymen of the Church have, to a 
very large degree, been kept in ignorance of 
the aberrations of their leaders; they do not 
know that the entire building of the Church 
is in danger of being undermined by the 
errors in doctrine and life which have been 
piling upon one another. Moreover, all too 
many laymen have done, and are doing, 
exactly what Luther deplores, namely that 
they show no concern about their most holy 
faith, or that they take the attitude, which is 
also taken by a great many pastors and is 
voiced in the sentiments: Let Synod take 
care of all that; Matters will right themselves; 
We must not be too hasty in taking final steps, 
which may lead to the disruption of even the 
Synodical Conference. 

Where is the obedience to Scripture 
demanded by God? Where is the spirit of 
Martin Luther? Let every person concerned 
give these questions some careful thought! 


P. E. KreEtzMANN, Cuba, Mo. 


@ The Universal Church is an 
Invisible Church 
John 17, 19-21 
“And for their sakes I sanctify myself, 
that they also might be sanctified through 
the truth. Neither pray I for these alone, 
but for them also which shall believe on me 


—_——— 


through their word: that they all may be one; 
as Thou, Father, art in Me, and I in Thee, 
that they also be one in us: that the world 
may believe that Thou hast sent Me.” 


The passages are taken from what is 
called the sacerdotal prayer of Christ, the 
seventeenth chapter in John’s Gospel. 
“Sacerdotal” signifies something pertaining 
to the priesthood. It is a prayer which Jesus 
spoke as our High Priest, interceding for 
us with His heavenly Father and praying for 
our sanctification in the truth and preserva- 
tion in the faith. “I sanctify Myself:” Jesus 
fully consecrates Himself as a sacrifice for 
the world’s sins. Thereby every believer is 
likewise consecrated, a separation is estab- 
lished between the world and those who 
believe in Him. This prayer was spoken, in 
the first place, on behalf of the twelve disci- 
ples, but the Savior includes (v. 20) all those 
who would believe the Gospel. He prays for 
their unity. Now observe that He asks the 
Father to make the Christians One “as Thou, 
Father, art in Me and I in Thee.” The Father 
and the Son are united in one divine essence. 
It is an invisible, spiritual union of Christians 
among each other, the union in the faith, for 
which our Lord prays. And since no one 
can see the bond of union, faith, it follows — 
that the union of believers is an invisible 
one. The universal Church is an invisible 
Church. 

Read Ephesians 4, 4-6. Not an outward, 
but an inward union is here described. 

Question: Who, according to Scripture, 
is the invisible Head of the Church: Which 
church claims that the head of the church 
must be visible? 

While the Anglicans (Episcopalians) do 
not accept the pope as visible head, they 
believe that there is no true church where ~ 
the ministers are not consecrated by regular 
bishops. How would you argue against this 
position? 

Every Christian may and should know 
that he is a member of the Church; but of not 
every man can he know whether he he or 
only seem to be in the faith and a member 
of the Church. “The kingdom of God is 
within you” (Luke 17, 21). The Church is 
not discernible by human eyes, is invisible; 
it is an object of faith. Hence, in the Third 
Article, we believe in the Church just as we 
believe in the forgiveness of sins and life 
everlasting. And we believe in forgiveness 
and salvation not because we see it or feel 
it, but because we are assured of it by the 
Word of God. We believe that there is a 
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Church of true believers on earth because the 
Gospel is preached and God has promised it. 

Dr. Theo. Graebner, The Bible Student, 
July, 1923, p. 29. Official Senior Bible Study 
Periodical of General Sunday School Board, 
Missouri Synod. Published by the Walther 
League of the Ev. Lutheran Synodical Con- 
ference. 


@ Does the Church have a 
Visible Side? 

“By no one, not even by Lutherans, do we; 
want to permit anything to be imported into 
the concept ‘Church’ whereby it would be- 
come visible or whereby it would even only 
gain a visible side.” 

Confession of the Missouri Synod, Lehre 
und Wehre, 1907, p. 448. 


® The Root of the Evil 


Many imagine that the things which are 
now disturbing the peace and harmony of 
our church-body concern themselves merely 
with such matters as the application of Rom. 
16:17, whether or not details of doctrine are 
divisive of church fellowship, whether or not 
we should join the National Lutheran Council, 
whether or not we should accept a Common 
Confession which does not confess, and the 
like. These are matters that lie on the sur- 
face. The real cause of the disturbance lies 
much deeper. It is the false Roman doctrine 
of the Church found in the Liturgical Move- 
ment and which is openly espoused in our 
midst by certain leaders of our Synod. 

The Liturgical Movement falsely regards 
the visible, external Church, in which hypo- 
crites and sham Christians are “mixed” with 
true believers, as the body of Christ. It 
falsely ascribes the attributes of “oneness,” 
“holiness,” “catholicity,’ and “apostolicity” 
— to the visible Church. Thereby the Litur- 
gical Movement for all practical purposes 
denies that the one holy Christian Church 
embraces only those in whom the Holy Ghost 
has wrought faith in the Gospel and thus 

_wanders into the Roman camp, where it is 
contended that the one holy Christian Church 
is a visible, external society or organization. 


Who Must Bear the Responsibility? 

When the Confessional Lutheran, 1948, 
p. 101, referring to the false doctrine of the 
Church found in the President’s theses, asked 
the question: “Has the Virus Now Infected 
the Presidium?” — this was decried as an 
“insinuation.” Yet thereby the Confessional 


Lutheran placed its finger on the exact source 
of infection within the Missouri Synod. 

Proof that the virus of neo-Lutheranism 
has infected the Presidium is found in the 
Report of the Advisory Committee on Doctrine 
and Practice (p. 38:116, 1), which the Presi- 
dent has sent out as a “report of the Presi- 
dium.” In the March, 1952 Confessional 
Lutheran we pointed out that the false teach- 
ing of a “visible side” of the “invisible” 
Church, which is expressly rejected by the 
Brief Statement (par. 25.), is now regarded 
by the Presidium as a matter of terminology 
and as not implying false doctrine. 

THEREBY THE PRESIDIUM REPUDI- 
ATES THE HISTORIC SCRIPTURAL POSI- 
TION OF THE MISSOURI SYNOD AND RE- 
JECTS ITS CONFESSION, THAT THE 
CHRISTIAN CHURCH ON EARTH IS _IN- 
VISIBLE AND WILL REMAIN INVISIBLE 
TILL JUDGMENT DAY. 


The Presidium will undoubtedly declare 


this charge unwarranted and flatly deny it, 
and will profess its faithfulness and loyalty 
to the Brief Statement. It will undoubtedly 
contend that it has never denied that the 
one holy Christian Church is “invisible.” But 
it cannot deny the fact that it has declared 
that the teaching, which holds that the one 
holy Christian Church is essentially a visible, 
external organization (a fellowship in out- 
ward signs; those who use the means of grace) 
in which the faith of true believers (the 
“invisible side’) is hidden for the time being, 
“is a matter of terminology. There is no false 
doctrine implied.” 

Furthermore, the Presidium has to this 
day taken no effective action to purge the 
leaven of false, un-Scriptural teaching from 
our fellowship. When responsible synodical 
Officials do not take effective action in such 
matters, they, knowingly or unknowingly, 
are putting Rome’s false principles regard- 
ing the Church into practice. Forgotten or 
completely ignored is the fact that the visible 
organization is to be merely a means to gain 
or to sustain membership in the one holy 
Christian Church, the congregation of true 
believers; that such membership is attained 
only through the pure doctrine of the Gospel; 
and that every denial of any truth of God’s 
Word, even as every other sin, will eventually 
destroy saving faith, unless God in His mercy 
prevents it. 

The Liturgical Movement is closely allied 


with the Statementarian Movement within 


the Missouri Synod. Many of the leaders 
among the signers of A Statement and kindred 
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Spirits are ardent followers of the Liturgical 
Movement. In fact, within the Missouri 
Synod “liberalism” takes the form of laying 
great stress on vestments and the liturgy (the 
external forms of worship) and is thoroughly 
imbued with the false, un-Scriptural “Una 
Sancta” spirit. It is true. the great majority 
of them undoubteduly do not espouse the 
idea of uniting all Christendom through 
worship and the Sacrament of the Altar. 
But all of them are working with might and 
main to bring about an external union of 
all Lutherans regardless of whether or not 
they are united in doctrine and faith. 

Even the Concordia Theological Monthly 
has to some extent lately come to realize the 
danger of the Liturgical Movement in our 
midst. In the May, 1952, issue Rev. H. R. 
Klann warns: “If this trend remains un- 
checked and becomes virulent, there can be 
little doubt that we must expect the emer- 
gence of a full-fledged Romanizing party in 
our midst, comparable to the Anglo-Catholic 
faction, which today with might and main 
attempts to return the Anglican Church to 
the fatal embrace of Rome.” (p. 338.) 


The “Agreement” Between the Presidium 
and the Signers of “A Statement” 

In the closing days of December, 1946, 
three members of the Committee of Ten, 
appointed by the President ‘as an advisory 
committee to the President of Synod” to deal 
with the Committee of Ten of the Signers of 
A Statement, “received an invitation from 
Dr. Lawrence Meyer to an ‘informal and 
unofficial meeting for the purpose of discuss- 
ing some of the problems confronting our 
church at the present time,’ to be held in 
St. Louis on December 30. About a dozen 
men, including the President and various 
other officials of Synod were present. Here 
Dr. L. Meyer presented a ‘solution’ proposal 
practically identical with the finis proposal 
discussed on December 17.” [The full Presi- 
dent’s Committee of Ten had in the December 
17 meeting “unanimously informed the Presi- 
dency that the proposal was unsatisfactory.” | 
In the December 30 meeting in St. Louis the 
inadequacies of the proposed “solution” were 
again pointed out by the members of the Presi- 
dent’s Committee. “There was general agree- 
ment in the meeting that the finis proposal was 
no longer to be entertained. Thereafter 
discussion turned to the other methods of 
resolving this doctrinal difference.” 

On January 11, 1947, the chairman and 
secretary of the President’s Committee were 
informed by the President and the First Vice- 


President that the “Presidency had met in 
Fort Wayne on January 6 with the Continu- 
ation Committee of the signers and St. Louis 
professors involved, and had reached an 
agreement by which A Statement was ‘with- 
drawn as a basis of discussion’ but not re- 
tracted.” 

The President met with his own full 
committee on January 17. 
the President informed the committee that 
he had told members of the signer’s com- 
mittee that on the matter of Romans 16:17, 
18 his committee had ‘backed them to the 
wall.’ ” 


But “the President’s committee has | 


| 


\ 


“In this meeting | 


\ 
i 


| 


not received the courtesy of an explanation | 
why the Presidency of Synod did not fulfill | 


its December 17 promise to consider issuance 


of the committee’s report in its January 6 | 
meeting, but found it necessary to intervene | 


in the negotiations with the Statementarian’s 
committee — also on a day assigned by 
promise to consideration of the President’s 


Committee’s report and at a time when dis- | 


cussions between the Ten and Ten were 


bringing the issues in controversy to clear | 


definition, as had been recognized also by at 
least one member of the Presidency.” 


(For ; 


detailed information on this whole matter | 


see Do You Know? issued by the Chicago 
Study Club.) 

[Here we would call our reader’s attention 
to the fact that the Presidium acted alto- 
gether differently in regard to the ‘Report 
of the Advisory Committee on Doctrine and 
Practice.” The “Report of the President’s 
Committee on ‘ A Statement,’ ” dated Decem- 
ber 10, 1946, was pigeon-holed by the Prest- 
dium. But the ACDP report was rushed into 
print and sent out to all pastors of synod on 
January 25, 1952, without giving signers of 
the various memorials involved an opportun- 
ity to study the report and to register their 
objections with the President of Synod. Only 
the seven who met with the committee on 
May 22 (Report, p. 9:15) received a carbon 
copy of the report shortly before Christmas. 
And the report which they received was not 
even the report in its final form. ] 


From the above it is clearly seen that 
the President himself took the matter of 
bringing the Statementarian controversy to 
a God-pleasing conclusion out of the hands 
of his own committee, and since that time 
the virus of false doctrine, found in A State- 
ment,has been permitted to spread and infect 
the whole synod. All attempts to take effec- 
tive action against such virus have been 
effectively blocked and frustrated. 
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The Milwaukee Convention 


Charges of false teaching against various 
individuals and especially against members 
of the St. Louis faculty had been raised in 
various memorials submitted to the Milwau- 
kee convention in 1950. Committee 3 re- 
ported on the last day of the convention that 
“for lack of time” it “could not effectively act 
on these matters.” It therefore recommended 
“that Synod authorize the appointment of a 
special committee to which all these memor- 
ials shall be referred; that this special _com- 
mittee be appointed by the College of Presi- 
dents, including the Presidium, and that it 
consist of five pastors, two teachers and two 
laymen, none of whom is personally involved 
in the charges made; . . . that this committee, 
after examining all documentary evidence 
submitted and hearing all pertinent oral 
evidence, report its findings to the College 
of Presidents, which shall make sure that all 
steps necessary for the final disposition of the 
matters are taken according to Matt. 18 and 
the Synodical Handbook so that the guilty 
be dealt with and the innocent vindicated.” 
(Today’s Business, p. 191.) 

However, in the dying moments of the 
convention — it was Friday afternoon and 
the delegates were anxious to be on their 
way home — Dr. O. P. Kretzmann, one of 
the original signers of A Statement, suggested 
that there was no need for a special com- 
mittee, since the convention had voted con- 
fidence in certain individuals by re-electing 
them to office. A motion was immediately 
made and seconded, and without one word 
of debate it was resolved “to refer the charges 
to Synod’s regularly-set-up channels for 
action.” 


All Effective Action Again Stifled 

On January 6, 1951, the President of 
Synod wrote to all signers of Memorial 634 
as follows: “The Presidium of Synod met to 
carry out the resolution of Synod and to 
‘refer the charges to Synod’s regularly-set-up 
channels for action.’ Memorial #634, Pro- 
ceedings, page 634ff. Handbook prescribes 
procedure 6.91. If not satisfied refer to 6. 83 
and appeal to the Board of Control, laying 
before it documented evidence on the basis 
of which the faculty is to be investigated. 
The final step is outlined in 6.101 — Board 
of Control and Electors.” 

Memorial 634 had appealed to the con- 
vention to order an investigation of the St. 
Louis faculty, because the synodical pro- 
cedure outlined by the then Chairman of the 
St. Louis Board of Electors — this is. the 


same procedure prescribed by the Presidium 
in the letter of the President of January 6 — 
“is not in harmony with Synod’s Handbook... 
SYNOD HAS MADE NO SUCH RULE OF 
PROCEDURE. It is purely an invention 
which effectually evades and eventually stifles 
all synodical discipline.” But all this was 
arbitrarily brushed aside and the signers of 
Memorial 634 were told by the Presidium to 
go first to the President of Concordia Sem- 
inary (who is himself to be investigated!). 

The congregations of Synod, the supreme 
authority within the Missouri Synod, have 
laid down the following as the sole directive 
in the matter of investigating a faculty: “The 
Board of Control shall duly investigate all 
the facts and circumstances and shall refer 
its findings to the electors when a member 
of the administrative or teaching staff of any 
institution appears to be guilty of .. . willful 
neglect of official duties ... of promulgation, 
of an adherence to false doctrine. If the 
electors shall find such person guilty of the 
offense complained of, he shall be suspended 
or removed.” (Synodical Handbook, Sect. 8. 
53. Our emphasis.) In other words, the 
Handbook does not say that the plaintiffs 
must first go to the President of the Seminary, 
and, if not satisfied appeal to the Board of 
Control, and then finally go to the Board of 
Electors. The Handbook expressly says that 
it is the duty of the Board of Control to inves- 
tigate all the facts and circumstances if it 
appears that a faculty member is guilty of 
willful neglect of official duties or of promul- 
gation and adherence to false teaching, and 
it is then the business of the Board of Elec- 
tors to render a verdict on such findings. 

This direction of the congregations was 
arbitrarily set aside by the Presidium, and 
its own directive was made the law within 
Synod, thus again stifling all effective action 
in this matter. 


“No Other Alternative” 


Beginning with the “Agreement” entered 
into by the Presidium with the signers of A 
Statement, every effective action against the 
virus of false, unScriptural teaching in our 
midst has been frustrated. As our readers 
know, several brethren, regarding the situa- 
tion within the Missouri Synod as hopeless, 
have severed fellowship with the corporate 
body of the Missouri Synod. Then, to empha- 
size the gravity of the situation, and actuated 
by love of God’s Word and love to men, 
also to the officials of the Missouri Synod, 
members of the Orthodox Lutheran Confer- 
ence by word and deed told Missouri’s officials 
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that they could no longer recognize them as 
brethren in the faith. At the opening devo- 
tion of the Chicago Study Club on November 
28, members of the Orthodox Lutheran Con- 
ference intentionally absented themselves 
because of the presence of the President and 
a Vice-President of Synod. 

There is no stronger form of admonition, 
no higher form of love, than to say to an 
erring brother: We can no longer worship 
with you! 

And what did the President do? Was 
there any admission that there might he 
cause within the Missouri Synod compelling 
these brethren to take the action which they 
did? The President of Synod declared: ‘‘The 
seceders leave us no other alternative than 
regretfully to say that we can no longer 
regard them as being in fellowship with us.” 

“No other alternative.” Consider what 
these words imply! There is nothing else 
that we can do. There is nothing else. that 
we will do. ‘ 


A reader of the Confessional Lutheran. 


recently wrote: “It seems an ironic paradox 
that the Missouri Synod which -has never 
tired of lambasting the Catholic Church for 
its totalitarianism and the pope for his dicta- 
torship, should now find itself. committing 
suicide in the same way, the only difference 
being that officials of Synod have a way of 
stifling opposition that makes the pope look 
like an amateur.” 

This, however, should not surprise us. 
For the false, Romanizing doctrine regarding 
the Church, of which the Presidium says 
that it does not imply false doctrine, is the 
fruitful mother of the sacramentalism, indif- 
ferentism, unionism, legalism, and the various 
forms of papism which are now plaguing our 
church-body. 

Oh that God would open the eyes of the 
leaders of the Missouri Synod and cause them 
to realize that all ineffective action against 
the false, Romanizing doctrine of the Church 
now raising havoc in our midst will cause our 
Synod to lose not only the pure doctrine of 


the Gospel but also the Gospel itself, unless 


God in His mercy prevents it. 


The Gospel Itself At Stake 


To many of its followers the Liturgical 
Movement is merely a matter of enhancing 
the external form of worship and adding 
colorful vestments — things which in them- 
selves are rightly regarded as a matter of 
Christian liberty. If the Liturgical Movement 
merely involved such matters as bending the 
knee and making the sign of the cross, or 
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being dressed in albe, chasuble, girdle, etc., 
— “the garments of every-day life” of the 
first centuries which later became the 
“honorable vestments” that now belong 
“exclusively to the Church” (See ‘“Euchar- 
istic Vestments” in Pro Ecclesia Lutherana. 
II, 1, 70-86) ~- there would be no great cause 
for alarm. As Luther said: “You are not 
more acceptable before God if you administer 
the Sacrament in priestly garments, or less 
acceptable without such garments.” (St. 
Louis X, p. 2246.) But the Liturgical Move- 
ment involves far more than that. 

The Liturgical Movement would introduce 
into our midst those externals which have 
always been outward expressions and mani- 
festations of Rome’s false teachings. It would 
introduce into our circles Rome’s false doc- 
trine of the Lord’s Supper and its crass 
sacramentalism. It would introduce into our 
Church Rome’s false conception of the 
Church with all its evil spawn. 

'_,And all this would finally destroy the 
Gospel of free forgiveness in Christ: Jestis. 
Proof? Look at the Roman Catholic Church. 

Would to God that the members of the 
Missouri Synod would realize this fact before 
it is too late! Would to God that the members 
of ,the Missouri Synod would arise as one 


‘mai: and purge the false doctrine of the 
‘Church with all its evil spawn out of our 


midst! But if they will not do so, if the 
great majority will continue to look upon the 
matters now in controversy in our midst with 
indifference, then whom can they blame but 
themselves if they lose the Gospel? 

Missouri awake before it is too late! 
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© Partaking of Other Men’s Sins is partaker of his evil deeds.” We are not 


: : ‘ forbidden to hold friendly, civil intercourse 
Scripture warns us emphatically against with him. What is forbidden is to greet 


this species of actual sins: “Neither be par- such a one, and deal with him, as a brother 
taker of other men’s sins” (I Tim. 5, 22). It in the faith. And in order to preserve 
names specific instances. One who practices Christians from this sin, Paul instructs all 
church fellowship with those who in their Christians (Rom. 16, 17) to “avoid them,” 
doctrine depart from God’s Word becomes namely, all those who deviate from the 
guilty of their sin. If John 11 states ex- Apostolic doctrine. 

plicitly: ‘He that biddeth him (who does F, Pieper, Christian Dogmatics, Vol. L., 
not bring the doctrine of Christ) Godspeed p. 569. (Concordia Publishing House, 1950.) 
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@® “Great Men Fail, Too” 
Psalm 62, 9. 


Not to rely on so-called little people is not 
so great an art; but it gets to be difficult not 
to be concerned about men when so-called 
‘big people’ who excell all others with respect 
to knowledge, enlightenment, and piety, 
teach some peculiar doctrine. Only too easily 
and quickly do men then cling to such a one. 
But a Christian never in this way attains the 
certainty that a doctrine is true. The 
authority of men does not quiet his con- 
science even when men ever so highly gifted 
teach this or that doctrine. A true Christian 
must rather know that God Himself says: 
“Great men fail, too.” It is most unChristian 
therefore to quiet oneself by the fact that 
some great renowned man, and though he 
may have rendered ever such extraordinary 


(Luther’s Version) 
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service to the Church, teaches so and so. 
For no man is safe against error. Only the 
Prophets and Apostles enjoyed the privilege 
of not being able to err when they taught 
within their calling orally or by Scripture. 
.. . Incidentally, it is not even always ‘great 
men’ that are adhered to. Frequently the 
most miserable wretches impress the poor 
masses, and their teaching is accepted as 
though it were spoken down from heaven, 
as the purest Gospel. Oh, how corrupt man 
is! Even in matters of faith he often adheres 
to the most miserable characters! 

Dr. C. F. W. Walther. (Proceedings, 

Synodical Conference 1884, p. 51f.) 


@ A Prophet in Our Midst 
on the Greatest Danger 
to Our Doctrine 


There are three things which especially 
lead to false doctrine: selfrighteousness, 
human wisdom, and emphasis on matters 
pertaining to church administration. It is 
the last quarter from which danger especially 
threatens us. 

(Dr. F. Pieper, Essay on the Price- 
less Boon of Fraternal Fellowship of 
Faith, Synodical Conference, 1908, p. 
29. Translated by P. H. B.) 


@ Clarifications of the “Common 
Confession” Suggested to the 
Missouri Synod’s Committee 
on Doctrinal Unity in the 
Spring of 1951 


[The Committee on Doctrinal Unity of 
The Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod and 
the Committee on Fellowship of the American 
Lutheran Church have issued what has been 
called an “Appendix” to the Common Con- 
fession which is entitled “The Church in the 
World.” 

At the Chicago Study Club meeting on 
Feb. 6, 1952, Prof. W. Baepler, chairman of 
the Missouri Synod’s Committee, stated that 
our committee “hates to disturb” the Com- 
mon Confession, and that in the new docu- 
ment “will be interwoven also some of the 
‘corrections’ concerning doctrinal matters in 
the Common Confession which certain Mis- 
sourian brethren are insisting on.” The 
chairman also stated that the new document 
“will demonstrate that the Common Confes- 
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sion is to be understood as our committee 
wants it understood.” (Cf. Confessional 
Lutheran, 1952, p. 40.) 

Here we have a situation which is very 
similar to the relationship existing between 
the Brief Statement of the Missouri Synod 
and the Declaration of the American Lu- 
theran Church. In 1938 the American Lu- 
theran Church spoke of viewing the Brief 
Statement “in the light of” its Declaration, 
and in 1940 it explained this phrase as mean- 
ing that it accepted the Brief Statement “‘only 
with the limitations” set forth in its Declara- 
tion. (Cf. Concordia Theological Monthly, 
1940, p. 982.) 

The question has therefore been asked: 
Is the Common Confession to be viewed in 
the light of the “Appendix”? Or, is the 
“Appendix” to be viewed in the light of the 
Common Confession? 

The Missouri Synod in 1941 resolved that 
“this one document be so clearly written that 
there can be no misunderstanding in refer- 
ence to the meaning which the words are to 
convey.” (Proceedings, 1941, p. 302.) Again, 
in 1947, when it rescinded the 1938 St. Louis 
resolutions, it instructed its Committee on 
Doctrinal Unity “to make every effort to ar- 
rive ultimately at one document which is 
Scriptural, clear, concise, and unequivocal.” 
(Proceedings, 1947, p. 510.) That such a 
document is possible is illustrated, for ex- 
ample, by such suggestions as several pastors 
offered to Missouri’s Committee on Doctrinal 
Unity in the Spring of 1951. 

It is of course recognized that differently 
worded formulations are possible to present 
the full truth of God’s Word and to exclude 
errors that have been taught. Because we 
believe that such suggestions as offered by 
these pastors fulfill the above requirements, 
therefpre we are presenting them to the 
readers of the Confessional Lutheran for their 
examination at this time. 

The clarification and additions suggested 
by these pastors are italicized and are placed 
in square brackets. Extended notes, contain- 
ing much documentary evidence and the rea- 
sons given for the suggested changes, were 
submitted to the Doctrinal Unity committee. 
But these notes are merely outlined for the 
readers of the Confessional Lutheran. 

P : . : P. H. B.] 


I. GOD [No change suggested. ] 


We believe and teach: 
The one and only God is the God who has 
revealed Himself to us as the Creator of the 


world and its Preserver, to whom the entire 
creation and all creatures are subject, who 
is the Lord and Ruler over all things. Through 
the Holy Scriptures He has revealed Himself 
to us as the Righteous and Holy One and also 
as the God of our salvation from sin and 
death. He has designated and manifested 
Himself as the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit 
in the work of creation, redemption, and 
sanctification. We therefore confess our 
faith in this Triune God, three distinct Per- 
sons in one Godhead. 

All men can know of the existence and 
activity of God, deriving such knowledge 
from the creation of the world, their own 
conscience, and history. But who God is, 
how He is minded toward man, and what He 
has done for man’s salvation from sin, can be 
known only from God’s revelation of Himself 
in Jesus Christ through the Holy Scriptures. 
In Jesus Christ, God became incarnate. “The 
Word was made flesh and dwelt among us, 
and we beheld His glory, the glory as of the 
Only-Begotten of the Father, full of grace 
ad truth,” John 1:14. 

Cf. Acts 14:15-17; 17:24-31; Romans 
1:19-20; 2:14-15; I Corinthians 2:10-14; 
Ephesians 2; Colossians 1; 2 Timothy 3:14-17; 
Hebrews 1-2. 


Il. MAN 


We believe and teach: 

God in the beginning created man in His 
own image to live according to His Law 
which God had written into man’s heart; but 
man disobeyed God and thereby became a 
sinner, alienating himself from God, and 
bringing sin and death upon himself and all 
his posterity. “As by one man sin entered 
into the world, and death by sin; and so death 
passed upon all men, for that all have 
sinned,” Romans 5:12. Therefore all men 
are born into this world with original sin; 
and being unable to observe God’s divine 
commands, they wilfully continue to trans- 
gress God’s holy Law in thoughts, words, and 
deeds. [Suggested change: Therefore all 
men — the sin and guilt of Adam being 
imputed unto them, Rom. 5:18-19 — are born 
into this world with original sin. Thus being 
under the wrath of God, Eph. 2:1-3, and 
unable to observe God’s divine commands, 
all men wilfully continue to transgress God’s 
holy law in thoughts, words, and deeds, and 
also wilfully resist the gracious operation of 
the Holy Spirit until He has brought them to 
faith in Christ.] Man as sinner has delivered 
himself into the bondage of sin and of the 
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devil, from which man cannot free himself 
by his own powers. From this desperate 
condition and tyranny only God can set 
man free. 


Cf. Genesis 1-3; Psalms 51 and 130; Ro- 
mans 1-7; Ephesians 4:24; Hebrews 2:14-18. 


(Note: “By the offence of one judgment 
came upon all men to condemnation ... by 
the righteousness of one the free gift came 
upon all men unto justification of life,” Rom. 
5:18, — universal condemnation through 
Adam and universal justification through 
Christ. The real difference has shifted from 
Election and Conversion to Original Sin. Rule 
out the difference between ‘natural’ and 
“wilful” resistance in unconverted man and 
the Election and Conversion controversy will 
finally be settled.) 


il, REDEMPTION 


We believe and teach: 


God from eternity decreed to send, and in 
the fullness of time did send, His Son to fallen 
man as Savior, to fulfill the Law in the sin- 
ner’s stead and to suffer the sinner’s punish- 
ment in his stead. Christ “was delivered for 
our offenses, and was raised again for our 
justification,” Rom. 4:25. God “laid on Him 
the iniquity of us all,” Is. 53:6. Christ entered 
into death in order to bring man, held in the 
grip of death, unto life with Himself. In His 
victory over death He brings to man a life 
of freedom from death. [Suggested change: 
Strike the three sentences, beginning with the 
words “God ‘laid on Him. . .’” and ending 
with “a life of freedom from death.”] God 
by raising Christ from the dead proclaimed to 
the world that He has accepted the atonement 
for man’s sin as completed and that Christ, 
the risen and exalted God-Man, shall reign 
as Lord forever. 


Cf. Isaiah 53; Matthew 20:28; Luke 24; 
John 11 and 14; Acts 2:22-36; I Corinthians 
15; 2 Corinthians 5:14-21; I Timothy 2:4-6; 
I Peter 1:18-25. 


(Note: The three sentences should be 
stricken for the following reasons: (1) The 
expressions “unto life with Himself’: and 
“life of freedom from death” require explana- 
tion to the average layman; (2) If deliverance 
from “death” is mentioned, then deliverance 
from “sin” and the “power of the devil” 
ought also be mentioned, for they are just as 
important. Leaving out Isaiah 53:6 will then 
give a logical sequence between Rom. 4:25 
and the last sentence of the paragraph. ) 


IV. ELECTION 


We believe and teach: 

God from eternity, solely because of His 
grace in Christ and without any cause what- 
ever in man, elected as His own all those 
whom He makes and keeps members of His 
kingdom and heirs of eternal life. The Holy 
Spirit by the Gospel has called us and assured 
us of our status before God, testifying to us 
that He has chosen us for Himself in Christ 
from the foundation of the world, and by the 
imputation of Christ’s righteousness has given 
us the assurance that He will present us fault- 
less before the throne of His glory. [Sug- 
gested change: God from eternity, solely 
because of His grace in Christ and not by 
reason of any cause or condition in man, has 
chosen as His own out of the corrupt mass 
of humanity a definite number of persons 
whom He makes and keeps members of His 
kingdom and heirs of eternal life through 
His Word and Sacraments. In the means of 
grace the believer has the assurance that 
before the foundation of the world God chose 
him in Christ unto faith and salvation. | 

Cf. Acts 13:48; Romans 8; Ephesians 1; 
I Peter 1-9. 

(Note: It is suggested that the whole 
paragraph be changed so as to include the 
indispensable elements of the doctrine of 
Election. As now constituted in the Common 
Confession the paragraph does not confess 
the Scriptural doctrine of Election. The sug- 
gested changes would make the paragraph 
even a little shorter than that of the Common 
Confession.) 


V. MEANS OF GRACE 


We believe and teach: 

God has willed that the knowledge and 
benefit of Christ’s redemption from sin be 
brought to man through His means of grace, 
namely, through the Gospel in the Word and 
in the Sacraments. Through these means He 
not only offers but [Suggested addition: but 
through the gift of faith] actually bestows 
His grace in Christ unto forgiveness of sins 
and a life of fellowship with Him. 

(Note: Faith is a gift of God. By working 
faith in man’s heart, God causes man to have 
forgiveness of sin and to be in fellowship 
with Him. The Sacraments do not confer 
grace by the mere performance of an act, 
when the recipient does not have faith.) 

The Word. Through the Holy Scriptures, 
which God caused to be written by men 
chosen and inspired [Suggested change: and 
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moved| by Him, God instructs and assures 
us regarding His will for us. The Holy Scrip- 
tures constitute [Suggested change: are] 
His Word to men, centering in the revelation 
of Himself in the person and work of Jesus 
Christ for our salvation. Through the Holy 
Scriptures God continues to speak to men 
[Suggested change: to all men] in all ages 
until the end of time. He speaks as the: in- 
fallible and unchanging God, whose message 
to mankind never changes. Since the Holy 
Spirit by divine inspiration supplied [Sug- 
gested change: gave] to the holy writers 
content and fitting word [Suggested addition: 
fitting words, so that all the words of the 
Bible are the words of God], therefore we 
acknowledge the Holy Scriptures in their 
entirety [Suggested addition: entirety, that 
is, in all their parts and words (Verbal In- 
spiration)| as the inspired [Suggested addi- 
tion: and infallible] Word of God. His Holy 
Spirit testifies in our hearts [Suggested addi- 
tion: through His Word] that His Word is 
true, that He will keep all His promises to us, 
and that our faith in Him is not in vain. 

We therefore recognize the Holy Scrip- 
tures as God’s inerrant Word [Suggested 
addition: not only in those things which deal 
directly with our salvation, but also in matters 
of geography, history, etc. This Word of God 
alone ... |, and this Word of God alone shall 
establish articles of faith (cf. Smalcald 
Articles, Part II, Art. II). We pledge our- 
selves to teach all things taught in the Holy 
Scriptures, and nothing but that which is 
taught us by God [Suggested change: omit 
“by God”] in the Holy Scriptures. 

(Note: The suggested changes expressly 
confess the inspiration of every word of Scrip- 
ture and exclude all contrary teaching. They 
also teach an inspiration of words and not 
an inspiration of men. “By God” has been 
eliminated in the last sentence, for that ex- 
pression may in this connection be misused. ) 

The Holy Scriptures teach both Law and 
Gospel, but the chief content of the Holy 
Scriptures is the Gospel. The Law enters 
into the service of the Gospel by bringing 
man to a knowledge of his sins and by con- 
vincing him that he is under God’s judgment 
because of his sins, and by telling the believer 
what fruits of faith he should produce. 
[Suggested change: The Law is not a means 
of grace, but is used by the Holy Spirit to 
bring man to a knowledge of his sins and to 
convince him that he is under God’s judg- 
ment because of his sins. The Law also curbs 
the flesh of the believer, shows him his sins 


and what are truly good works.] 

(Note: We feel the need of an explicit 
statement denying that the Law is a means 
of grace, even though the Gospel is men- 
tioned in Par. 1, for the Law is treated under 
the general heading “Means of Grace.” The 
curbing of the believer’s flesh and showing 
him his sin should also be mentioned.) 

Baptism. In the Sacrament of Baptism, 
God adopts men as His children. [Suggested 
change: Omit this whole sentence, because 
it is open to misapplication.] In Baptism, 
God conveys [Suggested change: offers, con- 
veys, and seals unto men] the benefits of 
Christ’s redemption and graciously bestows 
the washing of regeneration and newness of 
life. [Suggested change: redemption, be- 
cause it is the washing of regeneration and 
renewing of the Holy Ghost.] We recognize 
it as the Lord’s will that men should be bap- 
tized even in their infancy, knowing that the 
promise of God also applies to little children. 
[Suggested change: knowing that the com- 
mand and promise of God also applies to 
little children, who are in need of regenera- 
tion. | 

The Lord’s Supper. In the Sacrament of 
the Altar, Christ gives us His body offered up 
for us, and His blood, shed for us, to eat and 
to drink for the forgiveness of sins, the 
strengthening of our faith, and the increase 
in holiness of life. [Suggested change: 
gives us His body offered and His blood shed 
for us on the cross to eat and to drink for 
the forgiveness of sins.] In this Sacrament 
we receive Christ’s body and blood orally as 
well as spiritually. All communicants receive 
Christ’s precious body and blood together 
with the bread and wine, but only the 
believers obtain the blessings of the Sacra- 
ment. [Suggested change: In this Sacrament 
all communicants with the mouth receive 
Christ’s body and blood together with the 
bread and wine; the former in a supernatural, 
the latter in a natural manner. However, 
only believers obtain the blessings of the 
Sacrament, namely, forgiveness of sins with 
the consequent strengthening in faith and 
spiritual life. God’s Word does not permit 
us to teach any other benefit or effect of the 
Lord’s Supper; nor to adore the body and 
blood of Christ or to sacrifice Christ anew in 
the celebration of the Lord’s Supper.] Christ 
is not only present at the celebration of the 
Sacrament, but in this Sacrament He enters 
into the most intimate communion with the 
members of His Church, bringing to them 
His body and His blood by which He made 
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atonement for their sins. [Suggested change: 
Omit this whole last sentence. | 


(Note: The suggested clarifications are in 
the language of laymen. The Brief Statement 
says that “the object of the Lord’s Supper is 
none other than the communication and seal- 
ing of the forgiveness of sins.” Strengthen- 
ing in faith and spiritual life are the result 
- of such forgiveness. The suggested changes 
rule out various false teachings of the modern 
Liturgical Movement, for example, that of a 
physical effect of the Lord’s Supper, the un- 
Scriptural adoration of Christ’s body and 
blood in the Sacrament, etc. At a meeting 
in Chicago, in Feb. 12-13, 1951, members of 
Missouri’s Committee on Doctrinal Unity were 
unable to give a satisfactory explanation of 
the expression: “Christ ...in this Sacrament 
enters into the most intimate communion 
with the members of His Church.” The ex- 
-pression lends support to the false, un-Scrip- 
tural teaching that through the Lord’s Supper 
we become members of the one holy Christian 
Church and one body with every Christian 
upon the face of the earth.) 

Cf. The Word: I Corinthians 1-2; II Tim- 
othy 3:14-4:5; I Peter 1; IJ Peter 1:12-21. 
[Suggested change: Add I Cor. 2:13, John 
10:35, and Rom. 3:2.] 

Baptism: Matthew 28:18-20; John 3:1-13; 
Acts 2:37-39; Romans 6, Titus 3:4-7. 


Lord’s Supper: Matthew 26:26-28; Mark’ 


14:22-25; Luke 22:19-20; 
10:16-17; 11:23-29. 


VI. JUSTIFICATION 


We believe and teach: 


By His redemptive work Christ is the 
Propitiation for the sins of the whole world; 
hence forgiveness of sin has been secured 
and provided for all men. (This is often 
spoken of as objective justification.) “God 
was in Christ, reconciling the world unto 
Himself, not imputing their trespasses unto 
them; and hath committed unto us the Word 
of Reconciliation,” II Corinthians 5:19. [Sug- 
gested change: By His redemptive work 
Christ is the Propitiation for the sins of the 
whole world, and for Jesus’s sake God, in His 
heart, has already forgiven the sins of all 
men, and has declared all men righteous, 
II Cor. 5:19. Strike the sentence: “This is 
often spoken of as objective justification.” | 
Hence no sinner need be eternally lost on 
account of his sins. God offers this propiti- 
ation and reconciliation [Suggested change: 
offers this forgiveness] freely to all men 


I Corinthians 


through His means of grace. There is nothing 
in sinful man or in what he may do to merit 
God’s declaring him righteous. God justifies 
the sinner solely on the basis of Christ’s 
righteousness, which he imputes [Suggested 
change: offers] to sinners through the 
Gospel and which the sinner accepts by 
faith. Such faith is wrought in man by the 
Holy Spirit. Through this faith we not only 
receive from God but also retain the blessed 
assurance of our righteousness in His sight 
for Christ’s sake. [Suggested change: 
Through this faith we receive and retain 
righteousness in His sight for Christ’s sake. 
This faith justifies not inasmuch as it is a 
work of man, but inasmuch as it lays hold of 
the grace offered, the forgiveness of sins, 
Rom. 4:16.] — - 

Cf. Romans 3-5; Galatians 
Colossians 1; I John 2:2. 

(Note: A.L.C. theologians have spoken of 
the procurement of forgiveness for all men 
as an “objective” or “universal” justification. 
This is a false conception of “objective 
justification.” There is a vast difference 
between the statement that “forgiveness of 
sin has been secured and provided for all 
men” and the statement that God “has 
already forgiven the sins of all men.” The 
latter knocks the bottom out from every 
work-righteousness and compels us to have 
a correct conception of the Gospel and of 
faith. The statement about “objective justi- 
fication” should be stricken. ) 


VII. CONVERSION 


We believe and teach: 

The sinner’s conversion takes place when 
God brings the contrite sinner to faith in 
Christ as his Savior. [Suggested change: 
The sinners conversion takes place when 
God brings the sinner, despite his wilful 
resistance, to contrition and faith in Christ 
as his Savior.| This change of heart with 
respect to sin, and this reliance upon Christ 
for salvation from sin, is the work of God 
the Holy Spirit, withost any cooperation 
whatsoever from sinful man. [Suggested 
change: This change of heart with respect 
to sin and this reliance upon Christ for 
salvation from sin is the work of God, who 
“does not force man to become godly,” but 
“changes stubborn and unwilling into willing 
men through the drawing of the Holy Ghost.” 
(Formula of Concord, Thor. Declar., II, 
Triglotta, 905, 915.) This the Holy Spirit 
does without any cooperation on the part of 
sinful man.| “No man can say that Jesus is 


2:16-3:29; 
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the Lord, but by the Holy Ghost,” I Cor. 
12:3b. 

Cf. Acts 5:31; 26:18; Ephesians 2:1-9; 
Jeremiah 31:18-19; Ezekiel 11:19-20. 

(Note: A.L.C. theologians have falsely 
taught that through the Law God temporarily 
brings to a halt man’s natural resistance and 
thus makes him entirely passive. If in that 
very moment he does not add to his natural 
resistance a so-called wilful resistance — a 
thing which he does not have to do — the 
contrite sinner is without any cooperation 
whatsoever from sinful man through the 
Gospel brought to faith and salvation. But 
he who adds to his natural resistance a so- 
called wilful resistance, makes it impossible 
for the Holy Spirit to convert him, for the 
Holy Spirit does not employ an “irresistible 
force” or “‘irresistible grace.” 

The suggested changes rule out this false 
teaching. They reject the false and un- 
Scriptural distinction between a natural re- 
sistance — which all unconverted men have 
— and a so-called wilful resistance —- which 
some are supposed to add to their natural 
resistance — as a cause or condition for man’s 
conversion. At the same time they rule out 
the Calvinistic perversion of a conversion 
by force.) 


VITL. SANCTIFICATION 


We believe and teach: 

The believer in Christ can no longer 
enjoy living in sin, but he is prompted and 
enabled by the love of God in Christ and by 
the indwelling Holy Spirit to live according 
to God’s commandments and to be minded 
toward all things as God is minded. “I am 
crucified with Christ; nevertheless I live; yet 
not I, but Christ liveth in me; and the life 
which I now live in the flesh I live by the faith 
of the Son of God, who loved me and gave 
himself for me,” Galatians 2:20. 

We therefore, out of gratitude to God, 
seek to glorify [Suggested change: Omit 
“seek to” and merely say “glorify”] Him by 
abounding in good works, without which 
faith is dead. In glorifying God we seek to 
serve {Suggested change: Omit “seek to’’| 
Him and our neighbor in love, as He directs 
us in both tables of His Law. 

(Note: A Christian does not only ‘seek 
to” glorify and serve God, but he actually 
glorifies and serves God.) 

In this present world the Christian can 
never attain perfect sinlessness, because sin 
inheres in him until death. But we strive for 
the goal that is set before us and by daily 


contrition and faith make progress in our 
Christian life. We look forward to the life 
to come when we shall be cleansed of every 
defilement of sin and shall share with Christ 
His perfect life. |Suggested change: At 
death the believer’s soul is translated into 
heaven, free from every defilement of sin 
and sharing with Christ His perfect life.] 

(Note: The suggested change rules out 
an intermediate state, in which according to 
Dr. Reu a “purgatorial” cleansing takes 
place. ) 

Cf. Romans 12:2; I Corinthians 6:9-11; 
II Corinthians 5:14-15 and 7:1; Ephesians 
2:10; Philippians 2:13 and 3:12; Colossians 
1:10 and 2:6; I Thessalonians 4:3; Titus 
2:11-14; I Peter 1:15; I John 3:6-9. 


IX. THE CHURCH 


We believe and teach: 

All believers in Christ constitute the one, 
holy, [Suggested addition: invisible,] apos- 
tolic (in agreement with the Aposties’ doc- 
trine), and catholic (universal) Church. 
Jesus Christ is its Head. |Suggested change: 
and catholic (universal) Church, the Com- 
munion of Saints. This Church, of which 
Jesus Christ is the Head, is His body, in which 
unbelievers have no part, Romans 8:9.] 
Through the means of grace He calls all its 
members into fellowship with Himself and 
also unites the members in fellowship with 
one another. [Suggested change: (A new 
paragraph) Through the means of grace God 
creates and preserves this Church, bringing 
men into fellowship with Himself by faith 
and thus into spiritual fellowship with one 
another. However, the use of the visible 
means of grace does not make this Church 
visible, for their use does not actually reveal 
who is a believer and therefore a member 
of the body of Christ.] 

(Note: The important attribute of ‘‘in- 
visibility’ has been added because denying or 
ignoring this attribute of the Church leads to 
a Romanizing conception of the Church. The 
one holy Christian Church, the congregation 
of true believers, is the “Communion of 
Saints.” At the Lutheran World Convention 
in 1935 Dr. Reu stated that those who use 
the means of grace are “the Communion of 
Saints.” It is true, all believers use the means 
of grace. But not all who use the means of 
grace are believers and belong as such to the 


Communion of Saints. The reason for stating © 


that unbelievers have no part in Christ is 
because Dr. Jaroslav Pelikan of Concordia 
Seminary has stated that “the Church, the 
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body of Christ... 
and living cells.” 

A new paragraph is suggested. The first 
paragraph defines the essence of the Church, 
what it is. The second paragraph would then 
state how this Church is created and pre- 
served. The American Lutheran Church 
falsely holds that it is not false doctrine to 
speak of a “visible side” of the Church, when 
defining its essence, if by this visible side 
nothing else is meant than the use of the 
means of grace. Here an antithesis is abso- 
lutely necessary, for such confusing of the 
visible and the invisible Church will inev- 
itably lead to Rome’s false doctrine of the 
Church. 

As the Common Confession now reads 
there is no logical sequence. In the para- 
graph “To the Church has been given... 
God itself” the visible Church is referred to, 
while the paragraph “In this world . . . Matt. 
16:18b” refers to the invisible Church. It is 
therefore suggested that the paragraph “In 
this present world” be inserted at this point.) 

In this present world, Christ does not 
promise His Church any earthly reign over 
the affairs of men. His Church will remain 
a kingdom of the cross until His return for 
Judgment; but He will sustain it according 
to His promise: ‘The gates of hell shall not 
prevail against it,” Matt. 16:18b. [Suggested 
change: Christ does not promise His Church 
on earth any earthly power, or any special 
period of peace or prosperity before the Last 
Day, for it will remain a kingdom of the cross 
to the end of time. But He will sustain it 
according to His promise: “The gates of hell 
shall not prevail against it,” Matt. 16:18b.] 

(Note: The invisible Church, the congre- 
gation of believers, to which this paragraph 
refers, will continue to the end of days. Even 
the subtle millennialism which teaches that 
there will be a period of prosperity before or 
during a Millennium has been ruled out. The 
expression “until His return for judgment” 
may, and has been, interpreted, as referring 
to a supposed judgment preceding the Mil- 
lennium. The expressions suggested, namely, 
“before the Last Day” and “to the end of 
time” do not permit such interpretation. ) 

To all members of His Church the Lord 
has given all the rights and prerogatives set 
forth in His Word. [Suggested change: To 
all members of His Church the Lord has 
given all the spiritual gifts and rights which 
Christ has gained for them.] Every Christian 
has the right of direct access to God without 
a human mediator. 


carries with it both dead 


(Note: “Prerogatives” is not a layman’s 
word. The expression “set forth in His Word” 
is vague and does not show that believers 
have such “rights” because of Christ’s re- 
demption. Since the main topic of this and 
the following paragraph concerns the rights 
of the Christians, therefore it is suggested 
that this and the paragraph following be 
combined. ) 

To the Church has been given the com- 
mission to preach the Gospel and to admin- 
ister the Sacraments. It is therefore the duty 
of Christians to unite in local congregations 
for this purpose. [Suggested change: All 
believers possess also the keys of the king- 
dom of heaven, that is, the power to preach 
the Word, to administer the Sacraments, and 
to remit and to retain sins. It is their duty 
to unite in visible congregations for the pur- 
pose of preserving and extending the holy 
Christian Church through the public admin- 
istration of the Office of the Keys.] In such 
local congregations the presence or activity 
of any unbelievers or hypocrites does not 
nullify the power of the Word of God. The 
efficacy of the means of grace does not 
depend on the faith of the administrant, but 
inheres in the Word of God itself. 

(Note: Speaking of the “rights” of the 
believers we dare not ignore the fact that 
they have the keys to the kingdom of heaven. 
This then leads over to their duty to establish 
visible local congregations. Note the transi- 
tion from the invisible to the visible Church! 
The purpose of the local congregation is 
thereupon definitely stated. The visible 
Church is to be a means toward an end: to 
preserve and extend the holy Christian 
Church through the public administration of 
the Office of the Keys. This point cannot be 
emphasized too strongly.) 

It is the duty of the Church [Suggested 
change: of all believers] to be faithful to its 
[their] Lord and His Word in all its [their] 
testimony, to be steadfast in its [the] con- 
fession of His truth at all times, and to avoid 
and combat error. [Suggested change: to 
combat error, and to avoid all who persist in 
un-Scriptural teaching.| It is the duty of the 
Church [Suggested change: It is also their 
duty] to mold and keep its [their] practice in 
conformity with the Lord’s directives in the 
Holy Scriptures. Therefore we dare not con- 
done error or have altar and pulpit fellow- 
ship and un-Scriptural co-operation with err- 
ing individuals, church bodies, or church 
groups that refuse to be corrected. [Sug- 
gested change: Therefore we dare not con- 
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done error by participating in acts of joint 
worship or religious work with individuals, 
church bodies, or church groups that continue 
to advocate, support, or tolerate un-Scriptural 
teaching; God’s Word forbids such fellow- 
ship, Rom. 16:17.] We must also be alert and 
susceptible to the Lord’s leading to establish 
and maintain fellowship with those whom He 
has made one with us in the faith and to 
seek to win the erring and wayward for 
unity in the true faith. [Suggested change: 
We must be ever ready to acknowledge as 
brethren all whom God has made one with 
us in the confession of the full truth of His 
Word. We should also seek to win the erring 
and wayward to join us in confessing, both 
in word and deed, the whole counsel and 
will of God.] We are mindful of our Lord’s 
intercessory. prayer that we, ,who are His 
brethren, may be one, even as He and the 
Father are one. [Suggested change: The 
last sentence should be eliminated. | 

Cf. Matthew 28; John 8:31-32; 15:17; 
20:22-23; Romans 12:3-8; 16; I Corinthians 
1:10; 3:12; Ephesians 2; 4:1-16; Colossians 1; 
I Timothy 6; I Peter 2:9-10; I John 4:1; 
II John 9-10. [Suggested change and addi- 
tion: II John 8-10; I Tim. 2:19; Luke 17:20- 
21; Col. 3:3.4; Matt. 18:15-18.] 

(Note: To say that ‘‘it is the duty of the 
Church to be faithful” is too vague. It is the 
duty and concern of all believers. Scripture 
clearly admonishes us not merely to ‘‘avoid 
and combat error,” as the Common Confes- 
sion now has it, but also to avoid “errorists.” 
Mark and avoid “them”! The expression 
“un-Scriptural teaching” is used advisedly. 
It is all-inclusive and does not permit a dis- 
tinction to be made between fundamental and 
non-fundamental doctrines. The Common 
Confession does not mention “prayer fellow- 
ship.” It also speaks of “condoning error 
or...” How does one condone error? By 
treating the offender as though the offense 
or error had not been committed, by par- 
ticipated with him in acts of worship. This 
includes joint prayer, for prayer is an act of 
worship. The expression of the Common 
Confession “un-Scriptural co-operation” is too 
vague. ‘Religious work” was therefore sug- 
gested. The expression of the Common Con- 
fession “that refuse to be corrected by God’s 
Word” is absolutely meaningless. Which 
errorist is so base as to state openly that he 
is not willing to be corrected by the Word of 
God? The expression of the Common Con- 
fession “‘to establish and maintain fellowship 
with those whom He has made one with us in 


the faith” may be interpreted, in the words 
of the “Theses on Fellowship,” p. 8: “Chris- 
tians must be desirous to establish external 
fellowship with all Christians.” Where is the 
Scripture proof for such an assertion? Chris- 
tians are in duty bound to recognize and treat 
as brethren all those who with them confess 
the true faith. Gal. 2:9; I Cor. 1:2; III John 
9,10. Again, the expression “to win the err- 
ing and wayward for unity in the true faith” 
is too vague. God demands confessional 
unity, I Cor. 1:10. The confession of the full 
truth of God’s Word must be in word and 
deed. 

The reference to John 17 should be elim- 
inated because the reference is too vague and 
because this passage is so generally misused 
as referring to an external fellowship. 

As to the passages suggested, the first 
three prove the “invisibility” of the Church 
and the latter refers to the rights of a visible 
local congregation. ) 


X. THE MINISTRY 


We believe and teach: 

The ministry of the Word and Sacraments 
exists by divine ordinance. [Suggested 
change: The public ministry] God con- 
tinues to call men into this holy office and 
entrusts the spiritual welfare of His congre- 
gations to these pastors as His gifts to the 
Church. [Suggested change: Through the 
local congregations, to which alone He has 
committed the public exercise of the office 
of the keys, God continues to call men to 
discharge this office publicly in the name of 
Christ and of the congregation.] It is the 
will of God that congregations choose as their 
pastors only such men as have the qualifica- 
tions outlined in the Holy Scriptures. Pastors 
are required by God to be faithful and as 
faithful pastors are entitled to the love and 
respect of their congregations. [Suggested 
change: Pastors are required by God to be 
faithful stewards of His Word and as such 
should be loved and respected by their con- 
gregations. | 

Cf. Acts 20:28; Romans 10:12-18; I Co- 
rinthians 4:1-2; II Corinthians 4; Ephesians 
4:11-15; I Timothy 3, 5:17; Hebrews 13:7-17. 

(Note: All believers have the keys of the 
kingdom of heaven, as pointed out in the 
paragraph under “The Church.” But this 
paragraph refers to the public administration 
of the Office of the Keys and therefore the 
addition “the public ministry” is suggested. 
The Common Confession does not state how 
God calls men into this office. This has 
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been remedied by the suggested addition: 
“through the local congregation.” Then to 
ward off the false conception that the con- 
gregation calls in conjunction with the clergy, 
as the representative of the Church-at-large, 
and to ward off the false conception that any 
group of Christians can exclude an impenitent 
sinner from the Church and can thus publicly 
exercise the Office of the Keys, the statement 
is inserted “to which alone He has committed 
the public exercise of the Office of the Keys.” 
The expression of the Common Confession 
that God calls “men into this holy office and 
entrusts the spiritual welfare of His congre- 
gations to these pastors as His gifts to the 
Church” does not define the office of the 
ministry. The expression can also be mis- 
used in the interest of the false idea that the 
pastors alone are entrusted with the spiritual 
welfare of the congregation. It may be mis- 
used in a papistical manner. The suggested 
change emphasizes the fact that pastors exer- 
cise their office in the name of Christ and of 
the congregation. They are therefore respon- 
sible both to Christ and to the congregation 
as to how they publicly exercise the Office of 
the Keys. The expression of the Common 
Confession that pastors are “to he faithful” 
is too vague. Faithful to what? Scripture, 
especially I Cor. 4, requires that they be faith- 
ful stewards of the Word. The last suggestion 
is merely a simplification of words.) 


XI. THE LUTHERAN CONFESSIONS 


We believe and teach: 


The Lutheran Confessions (Book of Con- 
cord, 1580) are true exhibitions of the truths 
of the Holy Scriptures. Therefore it is rightly 
required that every pastor and congregation 
in the Lutheran Church subscribe to and up- 
hold the doctrines taught in these Confes- 
sions without any omission, deviation, or 
reservation. [No change is suggested. | 

(Note: We would call attention to para- 
graph 48 of the Brief Statement.) 


XII. THE LAST THINGS 


We believe and teach: 


The Church of Jesus Christ will exist and 
endure on earth, according to the promises of 
Christ, until His return for Judgment. When 
Christ returns for Judgment, He will raise up 
all the dead — all believers in Him to eternal 
life, and all others to everlasting damnation. 

Among the signs of His approaching 
return for Judgment the distinguishing fea- 
tures of the Antichrist, as portrayed in the 


Holy Scriptures, are still clearly discernible 
in the Roman Papacy, the climax of all human 
usurpations of Christ’s authority in the 
Church. We hold it to be an error to teach 
anything as a sign of Christ’s second advent 
not promised or foretold in the Holy Scrip- 
tures, such as the expectation of a mass con- 
version of the Jews, a preliminary resurrec- 
tion of martyrs, and a visible millennial reign 
of Christ on the earth before the Day of 
Judgment. [Suggested change: It is a 
church-divisive error persistently to teach 
any such opinions as, for example, that before 
the end of the world there will be a mass or 
general conversion of the Jews as a nation; 
or that before the general resurrection on the 
Last Day there will be a preliminary resur- 
rection of martyrs who in their glorified 
bodies will reign with Christ on earth or in 
heaven; or that before Christ returns to judge 
the quick and the dead He will establish a 
millennial reign by a preliminary return or 
by a special deed of power. 

As to the Antichrist we believe and teach 
that the prophecies of Holy Scriptures, 
II Thess. 2:3-12; I John 2:18, have been ful- 
filled in the Roman papacy. Hence we sub- 
scribe to the statement of our Confessions 
that the pope is “the very Antichrist.’ | 

(Note: The expression of the Common 
Confession “We hold it to be an error to 
teach anything as a sign of Christ’s second 
advent not promised or foretold in the Holy 
Scripture” is too vague. It does not rule 
out the statement of the A.L.C., “that it is 
neither necessary nor possible to agree in all 
non-fundamental doctrines.” It must be re- 
membered that neither the former Iowa 
Synod nor the American Lutheran Church 
has ever made Chiliasm a part of their official 
teaching, but they have both tolerated such 
Chilianism in their midst. The change is 
therefore suggested: “It is a church-divisive 
error persistently to teach any such opinions 
as...” They are nothing but human opinions 
and should not be tolerated in the public 
teaching of the Church. In enumerating such 
opinions care has been taken to formulate 
them so as to rule out not only Dr. Reu’s 
Chiliasm but also Chiliasm in general. The 
expressions “before the end of the world,” 
“before the general resurrection on the Last 
Day,” “before Christ returns to judge the 
quick and the dead’ have been chosen 
advisedly. They do not leave an opening for 
a false interpretation. 

The idea of a future Antichrist is part and 
parcel of Chiliasm. Separate the two ideas 
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of Antichrist and of Millennialism, as it has 
been suggested by making two paragraphs, 
and half of the battle against Chiliasm is won. 
Eliminate Chiliasm entirely and then the 
opposition against the statement of our Con- 
fessions will vanish. : 

“Blessed be the God and Father of our 
Lord Jesus Christ, which according to His 
abundant mercy hath begotten us again unto 
a lively hope by the resurrection of Jesus 
Christ from the dead, to an inheritance in- 
corruptible, and undefiled, and that fadeth 
not away, reserved in heaven for you, who are 
kept by the power of God through faith unto 
salvation ready to be revealed in the last 
time, wherein ye greatly rejoice, though now 
for a season, if need, be, ye are in heaviness 
through manifold temptations; that the trial 
of your faith, being much more precious than 
of gold that perisheth, though it be tried with 
fire, might be found unto praise and honor 
and glory at the appearing of Jesus Christ; 
whom having not seen, ye love; in whom, 


though now ye see Him not, yet believing, ye © 


rejoice with joy unspeakable and full of glory; 
receiving the end of your faith, even the 
salvation of your souls,” I Peter 1:3-9. 

“Beloved, now are we the sons of God, 
and it doth not yet appear what we shall be; 
but we know that when He shall appear we 
shall be like Him, for we shall see Him as He 
is,” I John 3:2. 

Cf. Matthew 16:18; John 5:28-29; 6:40; 
18:36; Romans 11; II Thessalonians 2:1-10; 
I John 2:18; Revelation 20. 

(Note: No change was suggested in these 
last paragraphs.) 


@. The New Hermeneutical Rule 


of The Lutheran Chureh— 
Missouri Synod or Scripture 
as a Waxen Nose 


By Dr. P. E. Kretemann, Cuba, Mo. 


Strange things have happened in the Mis- 
souri Synod in the last fifteen years. The 
strangeness entered the picture in 1938, when 
even some of the leading theologians of the 
Missouri Synod neglected to verify the quota- 
tions adduced by their opponents in the so- 
called Doctrinal Declaration, some of which 
did not take the context into account. Luckily, 
the Floor Committee in a way saved its face 
by adding a few conditions concerning the 
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proposed movement toward union; conditions 
which were never fulfilled. 

Strange things happened in the Missouri 
Synod as a result of the Chicago Statement 
of some 44 professors and leading clergymen 
of the Missouri Synod, who broadcasted 
defamatory declarations concerning their 
fellow-pastors in Synod and adopted a series 
of propositions which were later (in the Fort 
Wayne Agreement of January, 1947) with- 
drawn from public discussion, but were never 
retracted and are still being disseminated. 
The document is still active as a cancer in the 
Missouri Synod. It was followed by a pam- 
phliet with the title “Speaking the Truth in 
Love,” which neither spoke the truth nor 
produced any evidences of Christian love, 
and another brochure, entitled “Prayer Fel- 
lowship,” which added to the hopeless theo- 
logical confusion already existing. 

Strange things happened at the 1950 con- 
vention of the Missouri Synod, when that 
group, by a majority voice-vote, accepted the 
COMMON CONFESSION, a series of proposi- 
tions which are, to say the least, inadequate 
and ambiguous, in part contrary to Scripture 
and the Lutheran Confessions, and did not 
really compose the differences between the 
Missouri Synod and the American Lutheran 
Church. The false sections of Dr. Reu’s Dog- 
matics have never been removed, and books 
and articles published by the ALC publishing 
houses contain serious doctrinal errors, as has 
been pointed out time and again. (See the 
series of tracts published by the Confessional 
Lutheran Publicity Bureau. ) 

But the strangest thing of all has now 
happened. It came to us in the form of a 
44 page pamphlet, which bears the title: “A 
Report to the Praesidium of the Lutheran 
Church—Missouri Synod from the Advisory 
Committee on Doctrine and Practice, August 
15, 1951,” and we are reliably informed that 
the contents of this pamphlet have received 
the approval of the entire Praesidium of the 
Missouri Synod. 

It is hard to believe that a committee of 
the Missouri Synod, men who were trained 
by such prominent and sound theologians as 
F. Pieper, F. Bente, G. Stoeckhardt, and A. 
L. Graebner could become guilty of such 
theological amateurism. There are many 
weak spots in the pamphiet in both testimony 
and judgments, many weasel arguments, 
much Melanchthonian quibbling. But the 
careful reader is bound to note the constant, 
almost tedious repetition of such expressions 
as: “It is a question of interpretation,” “It is 
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a question of terminology,” “It need not be 
divisive,” “It may be understood to be cor- 
rect.” This is not the position taken even in 
a recent monograph: IT IS WRITTEN, but 
it is the voice of the theology of confusion. 
Men have forgotten the fundamental rule of 
Biblical interpretation: SCRIPTURE INTER- 
PRETS ITSELF, and have, substituted the 
weak: It’s just a matter of interpretation. 

It’s just a matter of interpretation to de- 
clare that John 3:16 is not’ a clear passage. 
It’s just a matter of interpretation to restrict 
the application of Rom. 16:17. 18 to heathen, 
or to Judaizers,-although the words are about 
as clear as human speech can make them. 
It’s just a matter of interpretation to deny 
the clear statements of the Bible concerning 
the validity of a Scriptural engagement, and 
even to bring in an argument such as this that 
the Greek word aner simply means “man,” 
not “husband.” It’s just a matter of inter- 
pretation to find, or not to find, in 2 Thess. 2 
and its parallels the clear picture of the 
Papacy as the Antichrist. 

Shall we go a little farther? Is it just 
a matter of interpretation to state that the IS 
in the words of institution means either 
“transubstantiation” or ‘signifies’? Luther 
warns: BEWARE OF MAKING SCRIPTURE 
A WAXEN NOSE! 


@® The Words and the Spirit 


A modern fallacy is to say that the words 
of Scripture are not important, and that it 
is only the spirit we need to grasp. 


This principle applied to timetables, cal- 
endars, telephone books, and payrolls would 
soon produce chaos. 


The Lord Jesus said, “The words that I 
speak unto you, they are spirit and they are 
life,” John 6, 63. 

Selected. 


© What Our Readers Say 


“Enclosed find $2.00 in cash for which 
send me one year’s subscription to the Con- 
fessional Lutheran. J had never heard of this 
publication until recently when a member of 
a neighboring congregation gave me a copy 
to read. WHAT A REVELATION!” — Lay- 
man, Illinois. 

It is with great pleasure that I send you 
my sustaining membership for the CLPB in. 


the form of a check of $30. I can only repeat 
what I have written every year: I value our 
Confessional Lutheran very much. The 
articles are sound, satisfying advice and 
spiritual food for the truth-seeking soul. I 
feel it my duty to speak to others about the 
dangers within our synod .. Lately I have 
with great interest followed the articles about 
the Romanizing trend as set forth in the Una 
Sancta which came forth out of your pen. 
I thank you very much for the same. When. 
my wife and I visited our parents in Germany 
in the fall of 1950, the pastor of the State 
Church we used to belong to before we emi- 
grated in 1923 told us: Nur zu schade, dass 
sich in der Missouri Synode solch starke 
Tendenzen fuer die atholische Kirche 
zeigen. I thought at that time — Could this 
be? I doubted it. But your articles prove 
it... .”? — Layman, New York. 


* * * * 


“You may be sure of the fact that our 
District President advised the Atlantic Dis- 
trict Conference last spring not to subscribe 
to publications such as yours. Since I am 
not one of those who immediately do a thing 
because it is, so to speak, forbidden, that may 
be in part the reason why I did not subscribe 
earlier. But I can no longer see the moral- 
ity of failing to inform myself more fully 
concerning a movement in our circles toward 
sound doctrine and practice with which I am 
heartily in sympathy. .. . If your magazine 
is really as solidly conservative in every 
respect as I think it is, I am going to enjoy 
reading it and shall doubtless derive much 
profit from it.” — Pastor, New York. 


“During the time in which I have received 
the Confessional Lutheran my confidence in 
the Lord has grown, for He still has His 
followers working in this world.” 


A layman (USMC), New Jersey. 


THE ERRORS OF SIGNERS OF 
THE “STATEMENT” OF THE “44” 
MUST BE REJECTED 


THE “LUTHERAN WITNESS” MUST 
BE RESTORED AS THE VOICE OF 
THE MISSOURI SYNOD 


EVANGELICAL DISCIPLINE MUST 
PREVAIL WITHIN THE MISSOURI SYNOD 


THE “COMMON CONFESSION” 
MUST BE REPUDIATED 
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@ Defending Christian Doctrine 
Against False Interpretation 
of God’s. Word 


No great learning is demanded for the 
confession and defense of Christian doctrine. 
Luther’s Small Catechism contains the whole 
Christian doctrine together with its establish- 
ment from the Word of God. In every conflict 
and contention for Christian doctrine one but 
needs to adhere to the words of Christ as 
they read. Christ’s words are clear. Our 
Savior has not given us riddles to solve. But 
we must be careful lest anyone substitute for 


us a human interpretation in place of the 
Word of God... . All errorists are constantly 
substituting interpretations in place of the 
Word of God... . The objection, therefore, 
that as between us and those who teach 
differently it is not a matter of abiding by 
God’s Word, but of a different understanding 
and interpretation of the Word, has no val- 
idity. It is simply a matter of placing oneself 
under God’s Word and not above God’s Word, 
as those do who by their interpretation 
explain away the Word of God. 

(I. Pieper, Essay on the Priceless Boon 
of Fraternal Fellowship of Faith, Synodical 
Conference, 1908, p. 33; tr. by P. H. B.) 
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® A Startling Statement 


What Acceptance of the ACDP Report 
Would Mean 


On Feburary 6, 1946, a few months after 
“A Statement” became public, Folkebladet, 
official organ of the Lutheran Free Church, 
printed an editorial entitled “A Startling 
Statement,” in which it was said that the day 
when “A Statement” was adopted by a group 
of 44 Missouri Synod pastors and professors 
in Chicago ‘must be said to be a red-letter 
day in the American Lutheran Church 
history,” since this declaration “completely 
repudiates the Missouri Synod’s position on 
the question of ‘unionism’.” All who hold 
unequivocally to the Scriptural position on 
unionism which the Missouri Synod has 
confessed will view that day as a sad day, 
rather than as “‘a red-letter day” in American 


Lutheran history, as this liberal paper did. 
However, none who knows the facts can deny 
that “A Statement” was and is a truly “start- 
ling” statement. More “startling” still is the 
fact that after six long years the signers have 
not been required by Synod or its officials 
to retract its false teachings. 


A Welcome Condemnation of the 
False Teaching of “A Statement” 


When a few months ago the Praesidium 
of the Missouri Synod sent out the report of 
the Advisory Committee on Doctrine and 
Practice (ACDP) which it had made its own, 
this also turned out to be a very “startling” 
report. By stating that “A Statement” and 
the ACDP report are both “startling,” we 
do not wish to imply that the latter report in 
any way joined “A Statement” in its ‘“repudi- 
ating the Missouri Synod’s position on the 
question of ‘unionism’.” The fact of the 
matter is, that the ACDP report roundly con- 
demns the false teaching of “A Statement” 
(Points 11 and 5) that there are details 
of doctrine which are not divisive of fellow- 
ship by declaring: ‘‘The persistent denial of 
any clear doctrine of Scripture is divisive of 
church fellowship (Matt. 28:20; Rom. 16:17; 
Titus 3:10-11).” (Par. 123.) The authors 
of the memorials treated in the ACDP report 
as well as many other brethren are grateful 
for this fact and for other good statements 
of doctrine found in the report. However, 
they ask: Will the next step now be taken, 
namely, that a retraction of the false doctrines 
of “A Statement” be secured? 


Still More Startling Than “A Statement”’ 


And yet in many other repects the ACDP 
report is a very “startling” one, in some ways 
more than “A Statement.” Both documents 
concern themselves chiefly with a “visible 
side” of the Church, the Antichrist, the 
Conversion of the Jews, and the Resurrection 
of the Martyrs, as these are taught and 
tolerated in the American Lutheran Church 
today: While “A Statement” does not men- 
tion these individual subjects by name, the 
wording of point 11 in “A Statement” indi- 
cates clearly that when the signers claimed 
that certain details of doctrine are not divisive 
of church fellowship, they had in mind 
particularly the matters treated at length in 
the ACDP report, for that point reads: “We 
affirm our conviction that in keeping with 
the historic Lutheran tradition and in har- 
mony with the Synodical resolution adopted 
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im 1938 regarding Church fellowship, such 
fellowship is possible without complete 
agreement in details of doctrine and practice 
which have never been considered divisive 
in the Lutheran Church.” (Our emphasis.) 
These words indicate that the “details of 
doctrine” to which the signers refer include 
especially the matters concerning which the 
Missouri Synod’s 1938 convention said that 
they “need not be divisive of fellowship,” 
the same ones that are treated in the ACDP 
report. The signers of “A Statement” did 
not at that time dare to deny, in opposition 
to Synod’s Brief Statement, that these matters 
are not merely open questions or exegetical 
44, 42), and so they rightly refer to these 
matters as “details of doctrine.” But while 
the signers freely admitted that these matters 
are not merely open questions of exegetical 
difficulties, but are clearly defined in God’s 
Word, they claimed that these and other 
details of doctrine are not divisive of church 
fellowship. 


Opposing The “Brief Statement” 


In this respect the Praesidium’s ACDP 
report differs from “A Statement” for it 
declares most emphatically that the persistent 
denial of any clear doctrine of Scripture 
(which would include all details of doctrine) 
is divisive of fellowship. However, in direct 
opposition to the Brief Statement it claims 
that the teachings taught and tolerated in 
the A.L.C. on the Antichrist, the Conversion 
of the Jews, a “visible side” of the Church, 
and the Resurrection of the Martyrs are not re- 
jected by sufficiently clear texts of Scripture, 
and are fdr that reason not divisive of fellow- 
ship. In other words, the signers of “A State- 
ment” and the supporters of the ACDP report 
all agree that these teachings are not divisive 
of fellowship, but for different reasons; the 
former simply asserting that these details of 
doctrine “have never been considered divisive 
in the Lutheran Church,” the latter asserting 
that Scripture does not clearly define. these 


matters, and that the differences are therefore 


not of a doctrinal nature. 


Because of this conflict between the ACDP 
report and Synod’s Brief Statement. it is 
understandable that the issuance of that re- 
port has caused the hearts of many in Synod 
to be filled with consternation. It is truly 
“startling” to have such a report come from 
Synod’s highest officials. One cannot help but 
dread the far-sweeping consequences upon 


) 


the doctrinal position of Synod if this report 
were to be adopted at the Houston Convention 
next year. For this reason we consider it 
necessary to point out to our readers what an 
acceptance of the ACDP report at Houston 
would mean for Synod, and we shall make 
every effort to remain objective throughout. 


1. THE DOCTRINE OF THE ANTICHRIST 


One of the points treated in the Praesi- 
dium’s ACDP report is the Scripture doctrine 
of the Antichrist. The authors of Memorial 609 
had stated: “Our Synod therefore confesses 
in its Brief Statement that it is a ‘doctrine 
clearly defined in Scripture’ that ‘the prophe- 
cies of the Holy Scriptures concerning the 
Antichrist, II Thess. 2, 3-12; I John 2, 18 have 
been fulfilled in the Pope of Rome and his 
dominion. All the features of the Antichrist: 
as drawn in these prophecies . . . are the out- 
standing characteristics of the Papacy.’ (Par. 
44. 43. Our emphasis.)” Over against this 
direct quotation for our Brief Statement the 
ACDP report says: ‘The Brief Statement, as 
Dr. Arndt indicates, does not teach ‘that it is a 
doctrine clearly defined in the Scriptures that 
the prophecies... .’ It teaches that ‘the 
prophecies of the Holy Scrivtures concerning 
the Antichrist (note, not the Papacy) .. . 
have been fulfilled in the Pope of Rome...’” 
(Par. 38.) 


A Verbatim Quotation From the 
“Brief Statement” 


How the five members of Synod’s Prae- 
sidium, the four members of the President’s 
Advisory Committee on Doctrine and Prac- 
tice, the twenty-eight members of the St. 
Louis Faculty, and two District Presidents, all 
thirty-nine of whom should have been ex- 
pected to make a careful study of the Brief 
Statement on this point, could have failed to 
find this quotation in paragraphs 44 and 43 of 
the Brief Statement is difficult to understand, 
particularly in view of the fact that the 
numbers of the two paragraphs from which 
the double quotation is taken are even indi- 
cated in the Memorial as 44 and 43. Para- 
graph 44 states: “Not to be included in the 
number of open questions are the following: 
the doctrine of the Church... , and of Anti- 
christ, these doctrines being clearly defined 
in Scripture.” (Our emphasis.) What the 
doctrine of the Antichrist is to which. this , 
paragraph refers is summed uv in the vre- 
vious paragraph (43) in the words of the first 
sentence: “We teach that the prophecies of 
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the Holy Scriptures concerning the Antichrist 
',. . have been fulfilled in the Pope of Rome 
and his dominion.” It is therefore a verbatim 
quotation from the Brief Statement to state, 
as did the authors of Memorial 609: “Our 
Synod therefore confessed in the Brief State- 
ment that it is a ‘doctrine clearly defined in 
Scripture’ that ‘the prophecies concerning the 
Antichrist have been fulfilled in the Pope of 
Rome.’ ”’ 


The thirty-nine men who have agreed to 
the ACDP report have informed the pastors 
and teachers of Synod that they do not hold 
what their Synod confesses, namely, that the 
identification of the Pope as the Antichrist is 
a doctrine clearly defined in Scripture, but for 
them to say that the Brief Statement does not 
confess this position, and upon that false 
basis, among other things, to accuse the 
.authors of Memorial 609 before all the pas- 
tors and teachers of Synod of being guilty of 
brandishing ecclesiastical cliches (Par. 142) 
instead of using God’s Word, is certainly not 
practicing the fairness and gentleness which 
they recommend in their report. If only one 
of the 39 men who agreed to this report before 
it was sent out had looked a little more care- 
fully at the two paragraphs referred to by 
number in the memorial, it should have pre- 
vented them from giving to Synod the imnres- 
sion that the authors of that memorial were 
not even careful enough to quote accurately 
from the Brief Statement in such an impor- 
tant matter. 


Does Scripture Merely Teach That There 
Will Be An Antichrist? 


It has been reliably reported that several 
of the men who are responsible for the con- 
tents of the ACDP report showed surprise 
when it was pointed out to them that the 
quotation in Memorial 609 is taken verbatim 
from the Brief Statement, but that they re- 
covered quickly and contended that what the 
Brief Statement says merely means that it is 
a Scripture doctrine that there will be an 
Antichrist.” It teaches that there will be an 
Antichrist (Prophecy). (Our emphasis.) But 
how can anyone be expected to be so naive as 
to accept that kind of an explanation? The 
phrase concerning a ‘doctrine clearly defined 
in Scripture’ is taken from the Brief State- 
ment’s article on “Open Questions.” Has 
anyone ever classified as an “open question” 
- the fact that there would be an Antichrist? 

' But the doctrine that these prophecies have 
-been fulfilled in the Papacy has been called 
an “open question’ by the A. L. C. and others; 


and therefore, over against this false claim, 
Missouri has always taught that this identifi- 
cation made by the text is “a doctrine clearly 
defined in Scripture.” Do those who assert 
that Par. 44 of the Brief Statement merely 
claims that it is a Scripture doctrine that 
there would be an Antichrist, also believe that 
this same paragraph merely says that it is 
Scripture doctrine that there would be a 
Christian Church, a Holy Ministry, etc., in- 
stead of claiming the authority of Scripture 
for the teachings set forth in the Brief State- 
ment under these headings? 


Papacy Not Mentioned By Name 


The Praesidium’s disagreement with 
Synod’s position in the Brief Statement on 
this point is most clearly stated in paragraph 
37 in the words: ‘ “Scripture does not teach 
that the Pope is the Antichrist.” This claim 
is made on the basis of the fact that the pro- 
phetic texts concerning the Antichrist do not 
mention the Papacy by name. However, this 
claim, that prophecies of Scripture can only 
identify by mentioning the names of persons 
or events which they foretell, is a most 
dangerous and false theory, which nullifies 
the very purpose for which God has given us 
prophecies, namely, to point the attention of 
people to something which lies in the future, 
the prophectic text doing its own identifying. 
This is shown by the very meaning of the 
word “prophecy.” A true prophecy fore- 
telis; that is, it points the finger at something 
which lies in the future. 


Scripture is wiser than men. It states 
the essential characteristics and marks of the 
Antichrist. Whatever some men may regard 
as missing in Scripture is not essential, for 
example, the word, the ‘pope.’ (Although 
cp. Matt. 23:9 as to the honor which the 
‘pope’ claims as such.) The pope has been 
known under various names. Nor is his place 
altogether essential. There was a time when 
the pope was not at Rome. There could 
again be such a time. Scripture is divinely 
wise in prophecying what will always be true 
of him and necessary and sufficient to recog- 
nize him. Scripture in divine wisdom refrained 
from using the word ‘pope’ in its description 
of the great Antichrist. If that word had 
been used, we may be sure that the Roman 
pontiff would have avoided it like poison. 


“Had Ye Believed Moses” 


Thus the Messianic prophecies of the Old 
Testament identified Jesus of Nazareth as the 
promised Savior, even though He is not 
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mentioned in those texts by name. It is 
certainly true that the special messages from 
heaven (e.g. at His baptism and birth) and 
the divine nature of the miracles performed 
in His own power were additional proofs of 
Messiahship. And yet, when the Jews refused 
to believe that He was the promised Messiah, 
Jesus upbraided them, not so much because 
they: refused to be impressed by such special 
manifestations, but because they would not 
accept the complete and all-sufficient proof 
in the O.T. prophecies, because they refused 
to see that the arrow of these prophecies 
pointed directly at Himself. One of the clear 
statements made by the Savior on this matter 
is in John 5:46-47: “For had ye believed 
Moses, ye would have believed Me, for he 
wrote of Me; but if ye believe not his writ- 
ings, how shall ye believe My words?” Cf. 
John 1:45: “We have found Him of whom 
Moses in the law and the prophets did write, 
Jesus of Nazareth, the Son of Joseph.”) 
Christ Himself, therefore, informs us that 
when Moses wrote the prophetic texts 
about the coming Messiah, he was already 
then writing about Jesus, that already then 
the words of these prophetic texts were point- 
ing directly at Jesus, the true fulfillment; in 
other words, that the objective identification 
of Jesus as the Messiah is contained in the 
Old Testment texts themselves. That this 
is the teaching of Christ is unmistakably 
clear from the previous verse (v. 45), where 
Christ accused the Jews not of failing to 
believe Him, but of failing to believe Moses 
when they rejected Him as the Messiah. His 
words are: “Do not think that I will accuse 
you to the Father; there is one that accuseth 
you, even Moses.” (Cp. also Acts 17:2-3 and 
18:28.) 

While, therefore, the N.T. Scriptures are 
an additional proof of Jesus’ Messiahship, it 
is still true today that the identification of 
Jesus as the promised Savior is complete in 
the O.T. texts which speak of Christ. Even 
if the Lord had seen fit not to give us a 
New Testament, the Lord would still expect 
us to see the identification in the O.T. texts, 
just as Jesus expected this of the people of 
His day who had no New Testament to go by. 


Or to use another example. In the 
Gospels we find our Savior’s predictions con- 
cerning the total destruction of Jerusalem. 
We are divinely sure that these prophecies 
were fulfilled, even though God chose to make 
no reference to its destruction in any of the 
later books of the N.T. Yet pastors are 
preaching with a “Thus saith the Lord!” 


behind their message when they refer to the 
destruction of Jerusalem by Titus, recorded 
only in secular history, as the true fulfillment 
of Christ’s predictions. 


Position of the Northern Illinois District 


Eight years ago a clergy member of the 
Northern Illinois District began to make 
propaganda for the view that the pope is 
not the Antichrist. He based his position 
upon the false principle set forth in the 
ACDP report, that because the prophetic 
text does not mention the pope by name, it 
cannot be maintained that Scripture teaches 
that the pope is the Antichrist. It must be 
said to the credit of the District Committee 
which was appointed by the President to 
deal with that member (composed of Pastors 
Theodore F. Nickel, P. L. Kluender, A. A. 
Brauer, and R. G. Lange) that it held to the 
Scriptural position of the Missouri Synod, so 
clearly confessed in its Brief Statement, that 
it is a doctrine clearly defined in Scripture 
that the pope is the Antichrist, and ably 
maintained that position. 


Five years ago the undersigned was asked 
by his District President to prepare a paper 
on Sola Scriptura for the Pastoral Conference 
of the N. Illinois District. This paper was mi- 
meographed and sent to all 200 pastors of the 
District, including the President of the 
Missouri Synod (then a member of the N. 
Ill. District), and then read to them a second 
time. Thesis 8 of that paper reads: “Since 
a prophetic text is nothing else but Scripture 
itself pointing to some future person or 
event which the Holy Ghost had in mind 
when He caused the text to be written, that 
fulfillment is a part of that which God teaches 
in the prophetic text, and is, therefore, Scrip- 
ture doctrine regardless of whether or not 
it is elsewhere recorded in the Bible. When 
God sends the fulfillment, He expects of us 
that we recognize its fulfillment and believe 
the fulfilled prophecy, and not simply the 
fact that an unknowable event has been fore- 
told in that text.” Also the President of 
Synod, who now advocates the opposite 
position from the Scriptural position ex- 
pressed in this conference paper, was present 
when this thesis was read and explained; 
yet neither he, nor any other member of 
the conference found any fault with this 
principle, which was accepted as a principle 
of sola Scriptura without a single dissenting 
vote. If anyone present held that principle 
to be a violation of Sola Scriptura, it surely 
should have been said-then. It has therefore 
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disturbed the undersigned writer of that 
essay of Sola Scriptura very much to find 
that the President of Synod now advocates 
the exact opposite position in the ACDP 
report. 


Disastrous Results 


The reason why so much space is being 
devoted in this article to the matter of the 
Antichrist, is because there has lately again 
been so much evidence of unclear thinking 
on this matter of fulfilled prophecy in our 
circles, and also because the carrying through 
and practicing of the false principle advo- 
cated in the ACDP report would bring results 
of a disastrous nature. It is not only that 
members of Synod would be encouraged by 
this principle to deny that the pope is the 
Antichrist, though that is serious enough in 
itself, as Dr. Pieper pointed out so often. 
It is chiefly because of the acceptance by 
Synod or even only by individual members 
of Synod of the statement of the ACDP 
report: ‘Scripture does not teach that the 
Pope is Antichrist” would lead to things that 
are still graver. 


“Scripture Exclaims” 
Pp 


If the ACDP report were correct, that 
“Scripture does not teach that the Pope is the 
Antichrist,” then the Lutheran Church 
would have no right to teach in its Confes- 
sions, for instance, that: “The errors of the 
kingdom of the Pope are manifest. And 
SCRIPTURE with its entire voice exclaims 
that these errors are a teaching of demons 
and of Antichrist.” (Smalcald Articles, Trigl., 
p. 517. Our emphsis. See also 515.475.) 
Note upon what basis our Confessions declare 
so emphatically that “the Pope is the very 
Antichrist;” namely, upon the basis that 
“Scripture” itself “exclaims” that “the errors 
of the Pope are a teaching of Antichrist.” In 
direct opposition to this statement of our 
Confessions that the identifying of the pope 
as the Antichrist is done by Scripture itself, 
the Praesidium’s ACDP report claims: “Scrip- 
ture does not teach that the Pope is the Anti- 
christ.” If the ACDP report were right, 
then we ought certainly, in all honesty, re- 
pudiate those doctrinal statements of our 
Confessions which teach the very opposite. 


Synod’s Official Pronouncements 


Furthermore, if the Praesidium’s ACDP 
report were correct, that “Scripture does not 
teach that the Pope is the Antichrist,” then 


the Missouri Synod ought to. repudiate the. 


last sentence of Par. 44 of our Brief State- 
ment and radically change the wording of 
Par. 43. For Synod can not hold two con- 
tradictory views on this matter. If Synod. 
were to accept the ACDP report, it would 
mean that the many official pronouncements 
on this matter in our official documents 
would have to be changed to agree with this 
new position. Even such a recent essay as 
the one on “The Papacy” by Dr. Theo. Hoyer 
of our St. Louis Faculty, which was read to 
the Texas District, and accepted in 1946, and 
censored by the St. Louis Faculty in 1947 
for the inclusion in The Abiding Word, would 
have to be almost completely repudiated if 
the false position of the ACDP report were 
allowed to stand. The main point of that 
essay is expressed in the statement: ‘The 
truth that the Pope is the Antichrist . . . is 
clearly revealed in the divine Word.” (P.765.) 
“The question: Who is the Antichrist? is 
answered in Scripture. . . . The Papacy is 
the Antichrist.” (P. 750.) In fact, if it were 
true that, as the ACDP report claims, “‘Scrip- 
ture does not teach that the Pope is the Anti- 
christ,” then none would have the right to 
preach or teach this at any time in the 
Church, for we are to speak only “as the 
oracles of God,” I Pet. 4:11. 


2. THE CONVERSION OF THE JEWS 


A second matter treated in the ACDP 
report is the Conversion of the Jews. The 
authors of Memorial 609 had stated: “Our 
Synod therefore confesses in its Brief State- 
ment: ‘We reject every type of millennialism, 
or chiliasm, the opinions that .. . before the 
end of the world a universal conversion of 
the Jewish nation (of Israel according to the 
flesh) will take place. . . . Scripture clearly 
teaches, and we teach accordingly .. . that 
there will be no general conversion, a con- 
version en masse, of the Jewish nation, Rom. 
11:7; 2 Cor. 3:14; Rom. 11:25ff; 1 Thess. 2: 
16.’ (Par. 42 of the Brief Statement.)” 


The Praesidium’s ACDP report admits 
that “the Brief Statement rejects the opinion 
of a general conversion of the Jewish nation.” 
It also admits that the passages which the 
Brief Statement cites for its doctrine (Rom. 
11:7.25; 2 Cor. 3:14; 1 Thess. 2:16) “are 
‘clear’.” You will note that the Presidium 
admits that the Brief Statement intended to 
make.and did make a doctrinal statement 
when it rejected the teaching of the Conver- 
sion of the Jews, for it does so on the basis 
of what it called “clear” texts. . 
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“Not.as Clear as The ‘Brief Statement’ 
Implies” 


But concerning this point the ACDP 
report goes on to say: “Evidently the pas- 
sages are not as clear as the Brief Statement 
implies: Cf. Expositor’s Greek Testament.” 
(Par. 49.) Having failed to agree with the 
Brief Statement that the passages rejecting 
the teaching of a Conversion of the Jews are 
as clear as that document implies they are, 
the ACDP also fails to join the Brief State- 
ment in rejecting this teaching as unscrip- 
tural, but instead says that “in this matter 
we are faced with a question of interpreta- 
tion which is not without its difficulties.” 
(Par. 49.) 


The ACDP brings no Scriptural argumen- 
tation to support its assertion that the pas- 
sages cited by the Brief Statement are not 
sufficiently clear. The only explanation 
given in the report is that Dr. Stoeckhardt 
devotes 15 pages to Rom. 11:25-27. How- 
ever, if it were permissible to deduce that 
a passage or doctrine is not sufficiently clear 
because our literature discusses it at length, 
then we would have to admit and declare 
that many clear texts and doctrines are not 
sufficiently clear. Everyone knows that 
when a large amount of space is devoted to 
certain clear texts, it is for the purpose of 
adequately meeting the arguments of these 
who reject what the clear text says. When 
we discuss so thoroughly, for example, the 
text teaching the Real Presence in the 
Lord’s Supper, we do not thereby admit that 
these texts are unclear. It is also strange 
that the ACDP report makes the suggestion 
that the Expositor’s Greek Testament be con- 
sulted in support of the contention that the 
texts used by the Brief Statement are not as 
clear as that document implies. We are 
asked to consult a book which is strongly 
millennialistic, and which teaches the false 
doctrine that Rom. 11:25 foretells a “conver- 
sion of the Jews so universal that the separa- 
tion into an ‘elect remnant’ and the ‘rest who 
were hardened’ shall disappear.” The fact 
of the matter is, that we need only consult 
the Bible to know that clear Scripture, in 
the texts cited by the Brief Statement, defin- 
itely rejects the teaching of a general con- 
version of the Jews. 


Disagreeing with a Doctrinal Statement 


When the April issue of the Confessional 
Lutheran stated the truth that. in the ACDP 
report the Praesidium had released a direct 


public attack on the Brief Statement in this 
matter, two letters were sent out to all 
pastors of Synod by the Praesidium. In 
these letters the attempt was made, unsuc- 
cessfully, to show that the Praesidium 
disagrees with the Brief Statement only with 
regard to a purely exegetical question, with 
regard to something not belonging to the 
doctrinal content of this confession of the 
Missouri Synod. (Cf. third last paragraph of 
letter.) It has been shown in the above para- 
graphs, however, that this claim is not true, 
since the Brief Statement makes the doctrinal 
statement that certain clear texts reject the 
teaching of a general conversion of the Jews. 
It is this doctrinal statement with which the 
Praesidium has expressed its disagreement. 


Furthermore, while still holding to their 
position in the ACDP report that the teach- 
ing .of a general conversion of the Jews is 
not clearly enough rejected by the texts used 
by the Brief Statement, the Praesidium in 
its letter contends that these same texts ARE 
clear in rejecting the teaching of a general 
conversion of the Jews, but only “as a part 
and phase of a millennium.’ However, to 
say that these texts reject anything which is 
a part and phase of a millennium, but that 
they do not reject the teaching of a general 
conversion of the Jews if that were taught 
by itself, is entirely to overlook or disregard 
what those texts and the Brief Statement 
say. These particular texts when considered 
by themselves, do not expressly reject the 
idea that there will be a millennial reign of 
Christ (and are not so used by the Brief State- 
ment as the Praesidium contends), but they 
do reject the idea that there will be a general 
conversion of the Jewish nation, and they 
are cited by the Brief Statement for that 
express purpose. 


A “Type” of Millennialism 


And this idea of a general conversion of 
the Jews is spoken of in the Brief Statement 
as a type of Millennialism. Par. 42 says: 
“With the Augsburg Confession (Art. XVII) 
we reject every type of Millennialism, or 
Chiliasm, (here the German text inserts the 
word “naemlich,” “namely’”) the opinions... 
that before the end of the world a universal 
conversion of the Jewish nation (of Israel 
according to the flesh) will take place.” 


The notion of a general conversion of the 
Jews is typically millennialistic, whether 
taught: by millennialists or others, just as a 
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notion may be Romanistic whether taught 
by Romanists or by others, even Lutherans. 


The Brief Statement plainly labels such 
a teaching as the conversion of the Jews as 
typical of Millennialism and states that it is 
rejected as such by the Lutheran Confes- 
sions just as these Confessions reject Millen- 
nialism as certain “Jewish opinions” even 
though taught by others than Jews. It rejects 
the teaching of the Conversion of the Jews not 
if it is a part of Millennialism butAS part and 
parcel of Millennialism. Also in the A.L.C., 
for instance, in Dr.Reu’s Lutheran Dogmatics, 
this teaching is a part of the Millennialism 
taught there. (See 1945 ed., p. 374 ff.) 


A Contradiction 


We must also call attention briefly to the 
contradiction which slipped into the Praesi- 
dium’s letters of May 6th and 12th. In the 
third paragraph the members of the Praesi- 
dium stated that the view that in Rom. 11:25 a 
universal conversion of the Jews is indicated, 
even if this were taught by people who reject 
Millennialism, “is definitely gainsaid in the 
passages quoted.” If that view is definitely 
gainsaid in the passages which the Brief State- 
ment cites in rejecting it, then those passages 
must be sufficiently clear passages against 
that teaching. And yet, in the same letter, 
the Praesidium defends and endeavors to 
uphold the opposite position of the ACDP 
report, namely, that these same texts are not 
sufficiently clear, and therefore do not clearly 
enough reject this teaching. 


The “Common Confession” 


Furthermore, the Praesidium’s position in 
the ACDP report, that the teaching of the 
Conversion of the Jews, when taken by itself, 
is not contradicted by sufficiently clear 
passages of Scripture, disagree even with the 
“Common Confession” which rejects “the 
expectation of a mass conversion of the Jews” 
as unscriptural by declaring that such a con- 
version is “not promised or foretold in the 
Holy Scriptures.” (Par. XII.) We have been 
under the impression that the Praesidium is 
in agreement with the ‘“‘Common Confession.” 
We simply ask in bewilderment: What is the 
meaning of these contradictory positions con- 
fessed by the members of the Praesidium, 
as well as by others who have agreed to the 
ACDP report? In view of these contradic- 
tions, we feel that the Praesidium owes the 
pastors and teachers to whom their report 


and the letters were sent a clear-cut state- 
ment of their position on these matters. 


A Dangerous Procedure 


It must be kept in mind, that the ACDP 
Report’s method of declaring the texts which 
support a doctrinal statement of one of 
Synod’s confessions to be unclear, and thereby 
nullifying and removing the doctrine, is a 
most dangerous one. That procedure could 
also be applied by any one else to any other 
doctrinal statement, as it has already been 
so applied by the signers of “A Statement.” 
If the Praesidium were to receive support 
from Synod at its next convention for the 
procedure which it has followed with regard 
to the doctrinal statements of our “Brief 
Statement” on the Conversion of the Jews, a 
“visible side” of the Church, the Resurrec- 
tion of the Martyrs, and the Antichrist, how 
and why should it prevent anyone else from 
applying the same procedure in the treatment 
of such doctrines as the Lord’s Supper, 
Creation, Original Sin, or even the Deity of 
Christ, or Justification? It must be remem- 
bered that those who differ with our Church 
with regard to these doctrines do so on the 
basis of the contention that the passages we 
use as clear texts are not as clear as we 
say they are. The only sure way of prevent- 
ing such a serious development is to reject 
also this portion of the ACDP report and 
insist on its rejection at the Houston Con- 
vention in 1953. 


3. RESURRECTION OF MARTYRS 


Also with regard to the teaching of the 
Resurrection of the Martyrs the Praesidium’s 
ACDP report disagrees with a doctrinal 
statement of Synod’s Brief Statement. The 
authors of Memorial 609 had quoted the Brief 
Statement and other official Synodical writ- 
ing to show that our Synod rejects the teach- 
ing of a preliminary resurrection as contrary 
to Scripture, regardless of whether or not it 
is taught that they are taken into heaven 
immediately after such a resurrection. In 
paragraph 42 the Brief Statement says: ‘The 
Scriptures clearly teach ... that there will 
be but one resurrection of the dead, John 
5:28; 6:39.40,” and in par. 44 it is emphasized 
that also this doctrinal statement under “The 
Millennium” is a “doctrine clearly defined in 
Scriptures.’ Selnecker’s pecular notion of a 
resurrection of a few individuals now and 
then is by no means the same as the teaching 
in the A.L.C. with which the ACDP report 
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is concerned. When in the A.L.C. a preli- 
minary resurrection of the martyrs is taught, 
some indicate, as does Dr. Matzner in “A 
Sane Eschatology,” that these martyrs will 
reign on earth with Christ; while others, like 
Dr. Reu in his Lutheran Dogmatics, 1945 ed., 
p. 378-381, says that “the introduction of 
Verse 4 (of Rev. 20) seems to indicate that it 
(the reign of the martyrs) is in heaven.” 
More fully, Dr. Reu’s Lutheran Dogmatics 
teaches that “in distinction to the other dead, 
the martyrs are raised endowed with the 
resurrection bodies (i.e., glorified), and enter 
into heaven in order to take part in Christ’s 
reign which now begins with special power.” 
(Our emphasis.) Thus also in this second 
instance, where it is taught that the raised 
martyrs will possibly be taken to heaven, this 
teaching is a part and phase of the whole 
chiliastic scheme presented e.g. by Dr. Reu. 


Contradicting the “Brief Statement” 


The Praesidium’s ACDP report contra- 
dicts the Scriptural position of the Brief 
Statement by contending that the teaching 
of a preliminary resurrection of the martyrs 
to be received at once into heaven is not “a 
contradiction of clear passages of Scripture.” 
(Par. 66.) It even implies that the word 
“souls” in Rev. 20:4 may be interpreted to 
mean something other than the soul of man 
in distinction from his body. However, when 
the word “soul” is used with the genitive as 
it is here (“I saw the souls of them that” etc.), 
it cannot mean anything else except that part 
of man which is the soul. Rev. 6:9ff, to 
which the ACDP report refers in support of 
the contention that this is not always so, is 
not at all an exception because they are 
given “white robes.” For do not the “white 
robes” symbolize the righteousness of the 
saints? Scripture as its own interpreter in 
Rev. 19:8 expressly affirms that the white 
robes signify “the righteousness of the 
saints.” Hence Rev. 20:4 also in view of ch. 
ae by no means refers to a bodily resurrec- 
ion. 


_ Again, it should be added that the posi- 
tion of the Praesidium in its ACDP report, 
namely, that the teaching of a resurrection 
of the martyrs who are to be received at once 
into heaven is contrary even to the “Common 
Confession,” which rejects the teaching of 
“a preliminary resurrection of martyrs,” 
without any further limitation, as an opinion 
which is unscriptural, stating that such a 
resurrection “is not promised or foretold in 


Holy Scriptures.” How, again, is the contra- 
dictory position of the Praesidium on this 
point in the “Common Confession” and in 
their ACDP report to be explained to Synod? 


More Involved 


Once again, on this point also, there is 
more involved than the rejection of a doc- 
trinal pronouncement of our Brief Statement, 
as serious as this is in itself. It should be 
pointed out that if Synod were to adopt this 
part of the report at its Hounston Convention, 
it would be giving anyone in the Church the 
permission to teach and preach as Scripture 
doctrine, that all martyrs, as well as all or 
most of the saints who have died in faith, 
will be raised at a preliminary resurrection 
and taken to heaven (Millennialism’s “rapture 
of the saints,”) and that only those that are 
not a part of the first resurrection will be 
raised on the Last Day. (Rev. 20:4 does not 
only speak of the martyrs, but says that what 
will happen to the souls of the martyrs 
will also happen to the souls of all “which 
had not worshipped the beast, neither his 
image, neither had received his mark upon 
their foreheads or in their hands.) It is 
evidently not the intention of the ACDP 
report to make room for that kind of a teach- 
ing in our Church, but the fact of the matter 
is that the conclusion reached on this matter 
by the ACDP does make room for such a 
teaching. Let us therefore be sure to ‘‘resist 
the beginnings” of things by insisting that 
also this portion of the ACDP report be 
rejected by Synod at its Houston Convention. 


4. A “VISIBLE SIDE” OF THE CHURCH 


The Praesidium’s ACDP report fails to 
support and uphold the Scriptural reasoning 
by which our Synod’s Brief Statement rejects 
the fasle teaching that the means of grace 
or their use may be called the ‘visible side’ 
of the Church when defining its essence, or 
that of which the Church consists. This is 
avery important point, since the doctrine 
of the Church is a fundamental doctrine. 
The second paragraph in the Brief State- 
ment’s presentation of the doctrine of the 
Church concerns itself with the A.L.C. teach- 
ing that the means of grace or their use, are 
the “visible side” of the Church, and belong 
to its essence or to that of which the Church 
consists. In its 1938 Declaration the A.L.C. 
asked recognition for the teaching that “the 
use of the means of grace” is ‘‘a visible side 
of the Church when defining its essence.” 
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When our Synod in 1938 treated this 
matter as a doctrinal difference between the 
A.L.C. and our Church (Note: Our Committee 
was asked to “work to this end, that uniform 
and Scripturally acceptable terminology and 
teaching be attained. Proceedings, 1938, p. 
232. Our emphasis), it took this position in 
agreement with our Brief Statement. Para- 
graph 25 of this confession of the Missouri 
Synod states that the means of grace are not 
to be called the “visible side” of the Church, 
since they are not a part of the Church, as 
would be the case, if they belonged to “‘its 
essence,” or that of which the Church con- 
sists, as is taught in the A.L.C. Then, in 
order to emphasize once more that this rejec- 
tion of the “visible side” of the Church 
‘“when defining its essence” is not merely a 
matter of terminology (as the ACDP con- 
tends) or an “open question” as the A.L.C. 
has always claimed), the Brief Statement in 
Par. 44 declared that the Doctrine of the 
Church as presented in this confession of 
our Synod( including par. 25) is not to be 
included in the number of open questions, 
since “these doctrines” are “clearly defined 
in Scripture.” 


Merely “A Matter of Terminology’? 


Over against this clear confession of the 
Scriptural position of our Synod in this 
matter, the Praesidium’s ACDP report holds 
that the difference between the Scriptural 
position of our Church and the false position 
for which the A.L.C. demanded recognition 
in its 1938 Declaration is merely “a matter 
of terminology.” The report entirely misses 
the important point, that the A.L.C. includes 
the use of the means of grace, a visible thing, 
as part of the invisible Church when defining 
its essence, that is, that of which the Church 
consists. In that case the Church would not 
be altogether invisible. The Praesidium has 
thereby also set itself in direct opposition 
to other official declarations on this matter, 
as, for example, in Lehre und Wehre, 1907, 
p. 448: “By no one, not even by Lutherans. 
do we want to permit anything to be imported 
into the concept ‘Church’ whereby it would 
become visible or whereby it would even only 
gain a visible side.” (Our emphasis.) 


A Fundamental Doctrine 


This position in the Praesidium’s ACDP 
report is very disturbing, chiefly because a 
fundamental and very important doctrine of 
Scripture is involved; also because at least 
one member of the Praesidium maintains 
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that “invisiblity” is not one of the attributes 
of the Church; and also because the false 
doctrine of the A.L.C. which has been granted 
recognition in the ACDP report has practical 
implications of a very serious kind. On the 
basis of this false teaching, that the use of 
the means of grace are a part of the Church 
when defining its essence, that is, that of 
which the Church consists; it has been held 
in the A.L.C., for instance, that the call of 
a congregation is not valid unless or until it 
is approved by a minister (representing the 
use of the means of grace), since in such 
a case the “visible side” of the Church must 
be represented. Acceptance by Synod of this 
part of the ACDP report would open the 
door for that kind of unscriptural practice in 
our Church, even though this may not have 
been the intention of those who prepared and 
accepted this report. . 


A Report Which Must Be Rejected 


Our only purpose in evaluating for our 
readers what the ACDP Report has confessed 
on these four points is to help members of 
Synod realize what a startling report this is, 
and to encourage everyone to work toward 
the end that the many unacceptable portions 
of this report be rejected at the convention 
next year. While the seriousness of the 


situation into which Synod has been placed 


by the issuance of the ACDP Report by the 
Praesidium makes it necessary for the under- 
signed to speak out frankly on these matters, 
and “call a spade a spade,” the writer wants 
to assure all of his readers that these lines 
are being written without any anger or ill 
feeling against anyone in his heart. He 
does not in his heart impugn the motives of 
anyone connected with the ACDP report, and 
does not want any of his statements to be so 
understood or interpreted. In fact, if an 
example of impugning of motives were point- 
ed out to him, he would want to retract the 
statement and make apology for it. He is 
interested only in trying to do what he can, 
under God, to defend and preserve in our 
midst the Scriptural truths of our Church 
which the Brief Statement presents so clearly, 
with the hope and prayer that not one iota 
of that truth be lost to ourselves and future 
generations. 


The “Traditionalism” of the ACDP Report 


Since the strong censure directed against 
Memorial 609 arises from the fact that the 
endorsers of the ACDP report disagree with 
the Brief Statement’s doctrinal declarations 
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and Scriptural proofs on the four points 
treated in this article, it is tragic that the 
authors of the memorial are accused of “little 
less than fanaticism,” of brandishing “ecclesi- 
astical clichés,” instead of using God’s Word, 
of showing a “dependant spirit upon tradi- 
tion,” that is, upon our Church fathers. (By 
an actual count of lines Dr. Arndt, whom the 
ACDP supports on these four points, appeals 
to the fathers several times as often and 
much more at length, also misusing them, 
than do the signers of Memorial 609.) ' Not 
in one single instance did the ACDP report 
itself quote the Word of God to show that 
the position which the authors of Memorial 
609 have taken together with Synod’s Brief 
Statement is untenable; but the fathers are 
quoted at length. In the present article the 
writer has not entered upon a discussion 
of these quotations, but he is certain that no 
one will ever be able to invalidate the Scrip- 
tural proof which the Brief Statement cites 
to prove the doctrinal statements which are 
now brushed aside by the ACDP report. 


An Intemperate and Almost Vicious Report 


The undersigned is sorry that the ACDP 
report found it necessary to employ the 
intemperate and at times almost vicious 
approach and language which appears in 
various spots in the report, especially in par. 
142. If the writers of the ACDP report were 
really convinced that the authors of Memorial 
609 were seriously in error, and in their 
hearts perhaps even considered them guilty 
of “little less than fanaticism,” as the first 
sentence of par. 142 suggests, why could they 
not have issued a brotherly plea, instead of 
concluding in a manner which is so apt to 
antagonize and tear apart? That is what the 
Report advocates so strongly, and yet it fails 
so tragically itself to practice what it pleads 
for. 


We would mention in passing the implied 
accusation in the statement of par. 12 that 
the Committee met with Dr. Arndt on April 
11, but that “none of the signers appeared.” 
The simple reason why none of the authors 
of Memorial 609 “appeared” was because they 
knew absolutely nothing of such a meeting, 
much less were they invited to appear. In 
view of these facts, how uncharitable to state: 
“None of the signers appeared’! 


ts the Missouri Synod Still Orthodox? 


We are willing to bear such things, which 
are not a matter of the doctrine of God’s 


Word. We are even willing to bear the 
injustice of the serious accusation of “little 
less than fanaticism” in par. 142 because of 
our quotation of Dr. Pieper on the character- 
istics of an orthodox and an unorthodox 
fellowship, a quotation which becomes all 
the more timely for our synod in view of the 
startling contents of the ACDP Report. The 
quotation from Dr. Pieper reads as follows: 
“We Missourians consider a church body, as 
a church body, orthodox only when the true 
doctrine resounds from all its pulpits and 
lecture chairs and in all writings which 
appear in public within such a church body; 
when every erroneous teaching is stopped 
in the manner prescribed by God as soon as 
it makes its appearance. We Missourians 
must and want to be judged according to the 
doctrine which is taught by our individual 
pastors, be it in San Francisco or New York, 
St. Paul or New Orleans, or in our publica- 
tions, immaterial whether they appear offi- 
cially or unofficially. If it were shown that 
even but one pastor were preaching false 
doctrine, and we would not put a stop to 
this false doctrine, we would thereby have 
ceased to be an orthodox synod and would 
have become a unionistic fellowship.” Can 
anyone who has analyzed the ACDP report 
and who is acquainted with the recent history 
of our synod still fail to ask with deenest 
concern whether Dr. Pieper’s definition of an 
orthodox church body still fits our synod 
today? What would Dr. Pieper, the chief 
author of the Brief Statement, answer? 


The Real Cause of Division 


Everyone who is informed at all on these 
matters knows that very troublous times 
lie ahead of us in the immediate future with 
regard to our Synodical Conference relations. 
Several men who know how serious the 
situation is have already told the undersigned 
that if a still larger break in fellowship rela- 
tions were to take place (members of the 
Orthodox Lutheran Conference have already 
left the Missouri Synod), the Wisconsin and 
Norwegian Synod and the “die-hards” in the 
Missouri Synod would have the blame thrown 
upon them. We must remember, however, 
that doctrinal offenses already divide even 
when there is no outward break in fellowshin 
relations (cp. e.g., Acts 23: 6-7): also this 
truth, that where divisions exist in a 
church because of the persistent teaching 
of false doctrine a separation in outward 
fellowship relations is a divine requirement. 
Without profitless speculating, we shall place 
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this serious matter in fervent prayer before 
the Lord of the Church, knowing always that 
the truth of God’s Word ever unites; it never 
divides. It is error and the toleration of 
error that inevitably divides. Of that we 
have a tragic example before us in the 
Missouri Synod of today. God have mercy 
upon our Synod, for Jesus’ sake! 
A. T. KRETZMANN. 


@ Recognizing the Pope as 
the Antichrist 


In the early Nineties of the past century 
an interesting scene was enacted at the Lu- 
theran Home for Deaconesses in Flensburg, 
Germany. Two of the deaconesses had order- 
ed a number of publications of the Missouri 
Synod from our Concordia Publishing House. 
The Lutheraner, Lehre und Wehre, Synodical 
Reports, etc. were eagerly studied by them 
and other deaconesses in those days. The 
question as to whether or not the Missouri 
Synod was truly Lutheran was heatedly de- 
bated among them. Some of them repeated 
the old slur, often heard in Germany, that the 
Missourians were backward people, clinging 
to some queer notions of their own, and that 
they could not be taken seriously. As proof 
they used the fact that the Missourians ad- 
hered to the whim that the pope in Rome is 
the Antichrist. Now, their was among them 
a deaconess who was well versed in church 
history and who was also by experience ac- 
quainted with the doctrinal position and prac- 
tice of the Roman Catholic Church. She de- 
clared that she certainly detested the ways of 
Rome, but that she had never heard of such 
a fool idea, that anyone should declare the 
pope to be the Antichrist. She was asked if 
she had ever read 2 Thess. 2. Of, course, she 
knew her Bible, but she had never found in it 
anything about the pope. A Bible was 
brought, and she was asked again to read 
2 Thess. 2, 1-12. She read the passage slowly 
and carefully, and then exclaimed: ‘Why, 
this is a warrant (ein Steckbrief) against the 
pope!” Comparing prophecy with fulfillment, 
she saw what she had never seen before: that 
in this passage of Scripture the nature and 
the characteristic features of the papacy are 
set forth as plainly and as unmistakably as the 
distinctive marks of a criminal are given in a 
“Wanted” notice in one of our post-offices 
today. Without any exegetical apparatus, the 
mere words of Scripture opened her eyes to 
the proper understanding of this prophecy. 

The story to which we have referred had 
a happy sequel. For the deaconess in ques- 


tion not only joined the Missouri Synod in 
time, but became the devoted life-companion 
of one of our faithful pastors. As to her being 
enlightened with regard to the pope’s being 
the great Antichrist, Holy Scripture will do as 
much for anyone else who approaches it with- 
out prejudice and who does not close his eyes 
to what it says. That is why the Lutheran 
Church in the public confession of its faith 
has said concerning the papacy and its errors: 
“Scripture with its entire voice exclaims that 
these errors are a teaching of demons and of 
Antichrist.” (Smalcald Articles, Of the Pri- 
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macy and Power of the Pope, 42f. Trigl. Con- - 


cordia, p. 517.) We therefore subscribe to 
the statement of our Confessions that the pope 
is “the very Antichrist,” and to the whole of 
the doctrine of the Antichrist as set forth in 


Section 43 of the Brief Statement of the Doc-: 


trinal Position of the Lutheran Church-Mis- 
sourt Synod. 


To do less would be to do less than what 


Scripture itself impels us to do. 


@ Orthodox Lutheran Conference 
Opens Seminary 


The Orthodox Lutheran Conference de- , 


cided to establish a seminary “as soon after 


September 15 as possible,” according to an | 
announcement in its official paper, the Ortho- — 
The seminary ° 
is to be located in Minneapolis. The Rev. P. | 
E. Kretzmann, Ph.D., D.D., Ed.D., is to serve 


dox Lutheran, August issue. 


as president of the seminary, and the Rev. 
Wallace H. McLaughlin, M.S.T., will be the 


second member of the teaching staff. Both © 


took up residence in Minneapolis during the 
month of August. The curriculum of the 


seminary will be integrated with work at — 


Minnesota University, so that graduates may 
earn a B. A. degree at that institution concur- 
rent with completion of their course at the 
seminary. Holy Trinity Church in Minneapo- 
lis (the Rev. O. Schupmann, pastor) will pro- 


vide facilities for the seminary for the time — 
being. This congregation, according to infor: 


mation from its pastor, numbers approxi: 


mately 350 communicants, formerly affiliated — 
with the Missouri Synod. Other pastors (about | 
a dozen in number) and congregations of the 

Orthodox Lutheran Conference are in Pons: 


ford, Minnesota, Tinley Park, Illinois, Ches- 
terfield, Missouri, Winter Haven, Florida, 
Coos Bay, Oregon, Lebanon, Oregon, and else- 
where. All of them severed relations with 


the corporate body of the Missouri Synod be: | 
cause of relaxation in evangelical teaching 


and practice. P. H. B. 
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ment.’? — 1 Cor. 1, 10. 


“We have no intention of yielding weght of the eternal, immutable truth of God for the sake of temporal peace, 
tranquility, and unity (which, moreover, is not in our power to do). Nor would such peace and unity, since it is devised 


against the truth and for its suppression, have any permanency.. Still less are we inclined to adorn and conceal a corrup- 
tion of the pure doctrine and manifest, condemned errors. But we entertain heartfelt plensure and love for, and are on our 
part sincerely inclined and anxious to advance, that unity according to our utmost power, by which His glory remains to 
God uninjured, nothing of the divine truth of the Holy Gospel is surrendered, no room is given to the least error, poor 
sinners are brought to true, genuine repentance, raised up by faith, confirmed in new obedience, and thus justified and 
eternally saved alone through the sole merit of Christ.” —- Concluding Statement of the Formula of Concord concerning the 


Requirements of Confessional Fellowship among Lutherans of the Augsburg Confession. ‘Trigl. Conc., p. 1095. 
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® Warning Against Errorists 


“Walther does not go too far when he 
writes: ‘A man may proclaim the pure doc- 
trine, but if he does not condemn and refute 
the opposing false doctrine, does not warn 
against the wolves in sheep’s clothing, the 
false prophets, and unmask them, he is not 
a faithful steward of God’s mysteries, not a 
faithful shepherd of the sheep entrusted to 
him, not a faithful watchman on the walls 
of Zion, but, as the Word of God says, an 
unfaithful servant, a dumb dog, a traitor. 
The terrible consequences of the minister’s 
failure to use the elenchus are before our 
eyes — many souls lost and the Church 
deeply hurt. Polemics are absolutely needed. 
Not only because a doctrine is more fully 
comprehended in the light of its antithesis, 


but mainly because the errorists so craftily 
mask their error behind a show of truth that 
the simple Christians, if not forewarned, are 
despite their love of the truth only too easily 
deceived. The pastor cannot wash his hands 
in innocence, pleading that he has always 
preached the full truth, if he did not at the 
same time warn against the error and, when 
necessary, identify it by naming the errorist; 
if his sheep, either while he is still serving or 
after he had to leave them for another field, 
become the prey of the ravening wolves in 
sheep’s clothing, he is guilty of their blood’.” 

ao Christian Dogmatics, 1950, Vol. I., 
p. 50. 

(Edit. Note: The reader will not fail to 
note in the above article Dr. Pieper’s empha- 
sis on “naming the errorist” when necessary 
to identfy the error.) 
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are to be directed to 


@ The False, Un-Lutheran Teaching 
That Christ’s Body and Blood Are 
Present in the Lord’s Supper 
“Prior to the Distribution” 


(Editorial Note: The reader will here find 
a thorough exposure and refutation of one of 
the false teachings of Dr. Piepkorn, namely, 
that the body and blood of Christ are present 
in the Sacrament of the Altar before the act 
of distribution... The article also nicely shows 
to what a host of further errors this false 
teaching would open the door, — for instance 
the error, specfically defended by Dr. Piep- 
korn, that the body and blood of our Lord, 
supposedly present before the distribution, 
may be adored in the sacrament. The most 
tragic part of this whole thing is the fact that 
such false teaching is stubbornly adhered to 
under the protecting eye of the President of 
the Lutheran Church-Missouri Synod. — P. 
H. B.) 


Dr. Piepkorn’s Statement in the 
AMERICAN LUTHERAN 

Speaking of the “Eucharistic Prayer’ pro- 
posed by the Joint Commission on Liturgy 
of various synods outside of the Synodical 
Conference, Dr. A. C. Piepkorn wrote in the 
American Lutheran, June, 1949 as follows: 
“More serious theologically is the complete 
capitulation to the Eastern Orthodox theory 
of consecration. In the Church of the West, 
before and since the Reformation, the con- 
secration of the elements has consisted in 
the recitation of the Words of Institution 
over them. While late Roman theology has 
tried to relate the moment of consecration 
to the recitation of the words, ‘This is My 
Body,’ and, ‘This is My Blood,’ the early (and 
most dependable) doctors of the Church of 
the Augsburg Confession for the most part 
wisely refuse to define the precise moment 
when the sacramental miracle takes place. 
They hold unreservedly, however, that the 
recitation of the Words of Institution is the 
consecration and that the Real Presence of 
the Body and Blood of Christ in the Sacra- 
oe is achieved prior to the distribution.” 

. 8.) 


“Statements of Historical Fact, Not of 
Doctrinal Opinion” 

The editor of The Lutheran Outlook, Dr. 
J. A’ Dell, Professor at Capital Seminary, 
Columbus, Ohio, had again and again found 
fault with Dr. Piepkorn’s doctrinal position. 
In his “Reply” (published in The Lutheran 
Outlook, February, 1952) Dr. Piepkorn said 
with reference to his own statement in the 
American Lutheran: “The editor of the Out- 
look has, I believe, overlooked two points. 
The first is the main thesis to which I am 
speaking in the paragraph from which he 
quotes. This thesis is that the sequence of 
parts in the Eucharistic Prayer proposed by 
the Joint Commission of the Liturgy —— which 
puts the Invocation of the Holy Ghost after 
the Words of Consecration — is ‘a complete 
capituation to the Eastern Orthodox theory 
of consecration.’ What I said about the 
early Lutheran position on the time that the 
sacramental union takes place must be read 
in the light of the main thesis. The second 
oversight is his misreading of my statement 
as if I ascribed to Lutherans generally a 
position which in fact I ascribed in this article 
expressly only to the early doctors of the 
Augsburg Confession. I am aware of a shift 
on the part of some of the Lutheran dogmati- 
cians at the end of the sixteenth century — 
Aegidius Hunnius, for instance.” (P. 45.) 
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A similar statement is found in Dr. Piep- 
korn’s letter to President Behnken, dated 
October 8, 1951. “The statements which 
your correspondent criticizes are statements 
of historical fact, not of doctrinal opinion.” 
Again, in a letter to President Behnken, dated 
March 14, 1952, Dr. Piepkorn wrote: “I agree 
with your correspondent that ‘the issue 
whether the Real Presence of Christ’s Body 
and Blood is achieved “prior to the distribu- 
tion” is not merely an historical matter.’ 
But whether or not ‘the early doctors of the 
Church of the Augsburg Confession held that 
the Real Presence of the Body and Blood of 
Christ is achieved prior to the distribution’ 
is an historical matter. That is all that I 
said in the sentence in the American Luth- 
eran.” 

“Not Very Ingenuous” 

In his “ ‘Reply’ Examined” the editor of 
the Lutheran Outlook refers to Dr. Piepkorn, 
who had accused Dr. Dell of overlooking 
something, ‘‘as not very ingenuous” and says: 
“Yes, but Dr. Piepkorn, now you are over- 
looking something which I did not, and some- 
thing important. You are overlooking the 
three words you put in parenthesis after 
‘early’ in your original article. These words 
are ‘and most dependable.’ Is that not an 
obvious approval of these ‘early’ doctors if 
you call them ‘most dependable?’ Is that not 
obviously an attempt to induce others to 
adopt their views? And why now studiously 
omit that parenthesis ‘(and most depend- 
able)’ between ‘early’ and ‘doctors’ (twice) ?” 
(Lutheran Outlook, March, 1952, p. 69.) We 
may here add that Dr. Piepkorn had left out 
his words “and most dependable” also in both 
of his letters to President Behnken in refer- 
ring to this matter. 


The Early and Most Dependable Doctors 


_ No doubt everyone will agree that Luther 
is to be regarded among the “early (and 
most dependable) doctors of the Church of 
Augsburg Confession.” Did Luther hold that 
the Real Presence of Christ’s Body and Blood 
is achieved “prior to the distribution?” 
Commenting on the words of Augustine, 
“Let the word join the element and it becomes 
a sacrament,” Luther says: “It is certainly 
worthwhile to understand this saying, the 
more so as the papists have abused it and 
derived the greatest errors from it. For thus 
they conclude: Augustine definitely asserts 
that a sacrament consists of two parts, 
namely, the word and the external element. 
Consequently, as soon as the officiating priest 
has recited the words of the Lord’s Supper 
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in the presence of the bread and wine, the 
Body and Blood must at once be present. 
Furthermore, in order that due reverence be 
shown to Christ, this bread must be enclosed 
in a fixed receptacle, that it may not become 
the food of worms and mice, and then it must 
be adored by men. Andso, under the papacy 
there was impressed upon the minds of the 
people an accordant idea, so that they believed 
their prayers were never more acceptable 
to God and never more readily answered than 
if they prayed at the place where that bread 
was kept enclosed. In order to avoid these 
errors, however, one must know that Augus- 
tine does not speak only of the recitation of 
the words of Christ, but rather includes 
therein the command concerning the taking 
and eating of the bread. And upon this He 
adds: This is My Body, which is to say: out- 
side of this use My Body and My Blood is 
not conjoined to these external elements. 
For one must not think that this Supper is 
like magic tricks, wherein Christ could be 
localized without words through mere human 
superstition. Therefore, even as Baptism, 
if there is no child to be baptized, is nothing 
but mere water, even so we declare with all 
certainty, that where there are no human 
beings eating and drinking according to the 
institution of Christ, there is nothing else 
but bread and wine, even though one should 
recite the words a thousand times.” (St. 
Louis ed., XXIb, p. 3457. Note: Extant 
editions of Luther’s works print “hic” [here] 
instead of “‘hoc” [this] “est corpus meum.” 
This reading agrees splendidly with what 
follows. There is, however, no convincing 
evidence for the assumption that Luther 
intended to write “hic.” Besides, Augustine, 
in Joh. Tractate, LXXX, 3, which seems to 
be the only place where this maxim is found, 
refers only to Baptism and had no occasion 
to use the words, Hic or Hoc est corpus 
meum.) 

Dr. Piepkorn contends that the early (and 
most dependable) doctors of the Church of 
the Augsburg Confession hold that the Real 
Presence “is achieved prior to the distribu- 
tion.” This is disproven by the words of 
Luther quoted above. He expressly says: 
“Outside of this use,’ namely, in the pre- 
scribed eating and drinking, “My Body and 
Blood is not conjoined to the external signs.” 
It is in this sense that we must understand 
the words of Hunnius and other later dogma- 
ticians. Hunnius (d. 1603) says: “As the 
bread is the communion of the Body of 
Christ only in the act of eating and not before, 
so the bread is only then joined sacramen- 
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tally with the Body, when such communion 
and such receiving occurs.” (Quoted in 
Walther Pastorale, p. 175.) There is there- 
fore no “shift’? between Luther and later 
Lutheran dogmaticians, ‘“—Aegidius Hunnius 
for instance.” The shift is in more recent 
dogmaticians like Dr. Piepkorn. 

Gerhard (d. 16387), the foremost cham- 
pion of Lutheran orthodoxy, says: ‘We do 
not attribute to the recitation of the Words 
of Institution the power to make the Body 
and Blood of Christ to be present by some 
occult virtue inherent in the words (as the 
magicians make their incantation of Jupiter 
Elicius, or as they do by certain words to 
withdraw the moon from heaven); much less 
that it transforms the external elements 
essentially; but we sincerely believe and con- 
fess that the presence of the Body and Blood 
of Christ depends entirely on nothing but the 
will and promise of Christ and on a perpet- 
ually enduring efficaciousness of the first 
institution; at the same time we nevertheless 
add that the repetition of the words of that 
' very first institution, made by the minister 
of the church in the celebration of the Eucha- 
rist, is not only a historical and doctrinal 
repition, but also a consecratorial one, by 
which according to the institution of Christ, 
the external elements are truly and effica- 
ciously set aside for the sacred use, so that 
in the distribution itself there is the com- 
munion of the Body and Blood of Christ, as 
the Apostle clearly says, I Cor. 10:16: The 
bread which we break is the communion of 
the Body of Christ; the cup of blessing which 
we bless is the communion of the Blood of 
Christ. The Son of God Himself repeats by 
the mouth of the minister the Words of Insti- 
tution which He has uttered once for all and 
through them He sanctifies the bread and 
wine, consecrates and blesses it, so that they 
may be the means of distributing the Body 
and Blood.” (Quoted in Pieper, Dogmatik, 
Ill, p. 429; Walther, Pastorale, p. 171f.) 

Quenstedt (d. 1685), another champion 
of Lutheran orthodoxy, says: “The sacra- 
mental union does not take place except in 
the distribution. For the elements, bread 
and wine, do not become the means of re- 
ceiving Christ’s Body and Blood until they 
are eaten and drunk in the added distribu- 
tion.” (Quoted in Walther, Pastorale, p 
174.) Again he says that in the theological 
rule: “Nothing has the nature of a Sacrament 
outside of the use (usum) instituted by 
Christ,” the word “use” is to be understood 
as the “entire or unimpaired sacramental 
action prescribed by Christ, namely, the con- 
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secration, distribution, eating and drinking; 
for each and every one of these acts joined 
together make up that sacramental use of 
which the rule treats When the use 
and act ceases, then also the sacramental 
union ceases.” (In other words, when the 
use is not what it should be according to 
Christ’s institution, that is, when anything is 
omitted from the prescribed action, or when 
anything not prescribed by Christ intrudes 
itself, for example, an adoration of the host, 
then the sacramental union ceases or is non- 
existent.) ‘In the order of the words of 
Christ, those words precede which prescribe 
receiving, eating and drinking, but the words 
which promise the true presence of the Body 
and Blood follow. Therefore the fulfillment 
of these words (This is My Body, This is My 
Blood) requires first the fulfillment of those 
words (Take and eat) according to the order. 
Neither does Christ say absolutely of the 
consecrated bread that it is His Body, but of 
that which is broken and given to be eaten. 
First He said: Take and eat; then He said: 
This is My Body.” (Quoted in Baier, Com- 
pendium, Ill, p. 505.) 

From the above we clearly see that the 
most dependable doctors of the Church of 
the Augsburg Confession do not hold that the 
Real Presence of the Body and Blood is 
achieved “prior to the distribution.” |They 
all agree with Luther that the Body and Blood 
of Christ are not joined with the consecrated 
elements except in the prescribed eating and 
drinking. 

The Important Issues Involved in This Matter 

What follows if the Roman conception, 
that Christ’s Body is present after the con- 
secration and prior to use, that is, prior to 
the distribution and reception, be true? 

Then the Body of Christ is also PRESENT 
UPON THE ALTAR, as is expressly asserted 
in Una Sancta, Holy Name, 1949, p. 9. 

Then to ADORE the Body and Blood of 
Christ in the Lord’s Supper, which Dr. Piep- 
korn seeks to defend (!) in Una Sancta, Holy 
Cross, 1947, p. 25, is not a false and idola- 
trous worship. Dr. Piepkorn says: “Follow- 
ing the Reverend Mr. Norden away from the 
main issue for a moment to comment on his 
statement, ‘When communicants are disposed 
to adore the Body and Blood of Christ in the 
Sacrament they are not following good Luth- 
eran doctrine and practice,’ it should be 
remembered that the only thing which the 
Confessions condemn is the adoration of the 
sacramental elements, bread and wine.” 

Then the Body of Christ is present in the 
consecrated bread also AFTER the distribu- 
fion. 
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Then to RESERVE the consecrated host in 
a tabernacle above the altar, as this is done 
in Roman churches, is not a papistical perver- 
sion of this sacrament. We have been 
reliably informed that there are a number 
of Missouri Synod congregations which prac- 
tice reservation. One of the pastors involved 
writes: “My parish is sacramental and there 
are many people who desire private commun- 
ions for special intentions. Then we like to 
keep the hosts in a reverent and reserved 
place... . Although I do not claim any theo- 
logical reasons for the practice, I do think 
it helns to make the House of God appear 
more like the House of the God. . . . I don’t 
think that any of the men who practice reser- 
vation do so for theological reasons. It’s 
a matter of convenience.” We wonder how 
keeping the hosts in the chancel can help 
“to yess the House of God appear like the 
House of the God” (our emphasis) unless it 
be held that the hosts are something besides 
mere bread. Recall the words of Luther 
quoted above concerning showing “‘due rever- 
ence to Christ” 

Then the High-Church Lutheran does 
right when upon entering or leaving the 
Church he, after the manner of the Roman- 
ists. BENDS HIS KNEES BEFORE THE 
ALTAR IN ADORATION of Christ’s Body 
supposedly present upon the altar. 

In short, Dr. Piepkorn’s “prior to the 
distribution,” aside from being an error in 
itself, is the door through which the various 
papistic abuses and perversion of this Sacra- 
ment, advocated by the Modern Liturgical 
Movement, would enter the Missouri Synod 
and demand the right to dwell there. 


What Do the Scriptures Say? 

Comparing the four records of the insti- 
tution of the Lord’s Supper, we learn that 
Jesus took bread and thereuvon “blessed” 
(Matthew and Mark) or “gave thanks” (Luke 
and St. Paul). Among Jews a “blessing” of 
food is without exception a “thanksgiving” 
(Cf. Mark 8:6-7. The third cup in the Pass- 
over Supper was called, as in I Cor. 10:16, 
the “cup of blessing” because special prayers 
were spoken over it. In these prayers God 
is blessed or thanked for His manifold gifts. 
See the modern Passover ritual. ) 
‘Having thus blessed or thanked God, 
Jesus brake the bread and gave it to His 
disciples. According to Matthew and Mark 
He also told them what to do with it: “Take, 
eat.” Then of that which He was giving them 
to eat and which they were eating Jesus said: 


“This is My Body.” From this it is rightly 
concluded that when the communicant takes 
and eats the consecrated bread, the Word 
of Christ which He spoke at the first Supper 
— “not the word or work of any man, 
whether it be the merit or recitation of the 
minister,” Triglotta, p. 999 — effects the Real 
Presence of the Body of Christ. Hence it is 
certain that when the communicant takes 
the bread and eats it and takes the wine and 
drinks it, he truly eats and drinks what 
Christ says he is eating and drinking. But 
only when the sacramental action prescribed 
by Christ is completed in its entirety and 
unimpaired can we be certain that the Body 
and Blood of Christ are truly present. Scrip- 
ture does not reveal to us the exact moment 
when Christ’s Body and Blood begin to be 
present, and with Luther we would not pre- 
scribe to God the “now and time.” But to 
us there is no divine promise of the Real 
Presence except in the instituted and pre- 
scribed eating and drinking. 

In the Lutheraner, January 1, 1952, Dr. 
J. T. Mueller, Professor of Systematic Theo- 
logy at St. Louis, after quoting Pieper’s Dog- 
matik, III, p. 434, summarizes the teaching 
of the Formula of Concord, of Dr. Walther, 
and of Dr. Pieper as follows: “Christ’s 
Body and Blood are then first present in the 
Lord’s Supper, when we with the mouth 
receive Christ’s Body and Blood with the con- 
secrated bread and wine. As is known, the 
Roman Church teaches that Christ’s Body is 
present in the Lord’s Supper through the 
changing of the bread into the Body of Christ 
already prior to the eating of the consecrated 
bread. The papists therefore adore the con- 
secrated bread as the ‘eucharistic God.’ This 
is condemned by our Confession as idolatry.” 
(Our emphasis. ) 


“A Pious Opinion and Not a Doctrine” 

But what the Formula of Concord, 
Walther, and Pieper teach is according to the 
newly installed professor of Systematic Theo- 
logy at St. Louis, nothing but a “a pious 
opinion” and not a Scriptural doctrine. In 
his letter to President Behnken, dated October 
8, 1951, Dr. Piepkorn writes: “On the basis 
of the Sacred Scriptures and the Confessions 
of our Church, it is my own conviction that 
any effort to define the moment of time in 
which the Body of Christ begin to be sacra- 
mentally united with the bread and wine — 
whether that moment be defined as the 
moment of recitation of the Words of Institu- 
tion, or the moment of reception, or any 
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other point in between — is not necessary, 
and any such definition can have only the 
status of a pious opinion and not of a doc- 
trine.”.. (Our emphasis.) 


It is true, it is not necessary to define the 
exact moment of time when the Body and 
Blood of Christ are present. However, when 
that moment is defined as “prior to the 
distribution,” — as this is done by Dr. Piep- 
korn — then it is no longer a pious opinion, 
but a false, un-Scriptural doctrine, which 
opens the door to other false teachings and 
false practices. 


“Has Never Been Decided Confessionally” 

In His “Reply” in the Lutheran Outlook 
Dr. Piepkorn finally says on this matter: “The 
issue as to the moment when the sacramental 
union takes place has never been decided 
confessionally. My own feeling coincides 
with the statement of the Venerable Dr. 
Walther’s edition of Baier’s Compendium 
Theologiae Positivae: ‘Now while it is admit- 
tedly true that it is not necessary to define 
the point in time at which the Body and 
Blood of Christ begin sacramentally to be 
united with the bread and wine, it is never- 
theless certain that the sacramental union 
looks to the action in such a way that, accord- 
ing to the ancient rule, nothing has the reason 
of a sacrament outside of the action appointed 
by God’ (Volume IJ, p. 504). It may not 
be amiss to point out that the usus sacramenti, 
or sacramental action, is more than the sump- 
tio, or reception.” (P. 46.) 

It is true, ‘“‘the usus sacramenti, or sacra- 
mental action, is more than the sumptio, or 
reception.” But as the early and most de- 
pendable doctors of the Church of the Augs- 
burg Confession remind us again and again: 
Without the swmptio there is no usus sacra- 
menti at all. 

Dr. Piepkorn neglects to quote all of 
Baier. Immediately after the words quoted 
by Dr. Piepkorn, Baier continues: “Hence 
we believe that, both when the elements are 
reserved after the consecration and when 
they are designated for any purpose outside 
of the use (scil. instituted by God), they do 
not acquire the nature (reason) of a sacra- 
ment, and that the Body and Blood of Christ 
are not sacramentally united with them out- 
side of the use (scil. instituted by God).” 
That effectively closes the door, for example, 
to the adoration of Christ’s Body and Blood 
which Dr. Piepkorn seeks to uphold. 

The contention of Dr. Piepkorn that the 
issue has never been decided confessionally 


is simply not true, as we shall point out later. 
It is true, the early Lutheran Church with 
Luther avoided defining the exact moment 
when the Body and Blood of Christ are 
present in the consecrated bread and wine, 
and even regarded it as an idle question. 
HOWEVER, WHEN JOHN SALIGER, PAS- 
TOR OF ROSTOCK, IN 1569, IN THE SAME 
MANNER AS DR. PIEPKORN, CONTENDED 
THAT THE BODY AND BLOOD OF CHRIST 
ARE PRESENT “PRIOR TO USE,” THAT 
IS, PRIOR TO THE DISTRIBUTION AND 
RECEPTION, AND THUS MADE ROOM FOR 
IDOLATROUS ABUSES AND PAPISTICAL 
PERVERSIONS OF THIS SACRAMENT, 
THEN THE LUTHERAN THEOLOGIANS 
CONDEMNED HIS POSITION, AND HE 
WAS FINALLY REMOVED FROM OFFICE. 

We shall here pause to present Saliger’s 
erroneous position in precise detail. 

The Position of John Saliger 

“TI, JOHN SALIGER, with my whole heart 
believe and publicly confess before God and 
all men: When according to the number of 
communicants the bread is by the Lord’s com- 
mand consecrated with His prescribed, divine, 
and efficacious Word of Institution (as He 
Himself has spoken it through His servant) 
for the present Lord’s Supper for the use 
that it be distributed by the servant and be 
bodily eaten by those people who come to 
the Lord’s Table, then such consecrated 
bread is in the Holy Supper through and 
after such divine benediction the true, essen- 
tial, natural, and in-sacramental-union-present 
Body of our Lord Jesus Christ, also before 
the use of eating, which should ordinarily 
follow in the same Lord’s Supper according 
to the command.: Take, eat; this do in re- 
membrance of me. Therefore, whoever after 
the spoken or chanted blessing takes the 
bread into his hand takes with the conse- 
crated bread the true Body of Christ bodily, 
although invisibly, into his hand; and who- 
ever distributes the consecrated bread dis- 
tributes with his hand to the people receiving 
the holy Sacrament of holy Body of the Lord 
under the bread, and the communicants who 
bodily eat of the consecrated bread at the 
same time with the mouth of their body 
under or in the bread eat the true, natural, 
present Body of Jesus Christ our Lord, be 
they worthy or unworthy — the worthy for 
the forgiveness of sins and in remembrance 
of Christ; the unworthy, however, for their 
judgment, because they do not discern the 
Lord’s Body. Likewise, I believe and confess 
with my whole heart that when the chalice 
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or the wine in the chalice, which has been 
specifically appointed for the present Supper, 
is by command of the Lord Christ with His 
divine, efficacious, and prescribed Word of 
Institution (spoken by the Lord Himself 
through His servant) consecrated for the use 
that the consecrated wine be distributed to, 
and drunk by, the communicants, that such 
consecrated wine, through and after such 
divine blessing in the Lord’s Supper, is then 
that true, essential, natural, present Blood 
of our Savior Jesus Christ, which precious 
Blood of the Lord is present after the sacra- 
mental union in the consecrated chalice even 
before it is bodily partaken of or someone 
has drunk from it, which should ordinarily 
follow in the same Supper according to the 
command: Drink ye all of it; this do in re- 
membrance of me. Hence he who after the 
prescribed divine benediction takes into his 
hand the consecrated chalice and distributes 
it takes into his hands the chalice of the 
Lord wherein the holy Blood of Christ is 
present and united with the consecrated 
wine. Therefore the servant also gives to 
the communicant to drink bodily out of the 
chalice the Blood of the Lord in the wine, 
and the communicants or people coming to 
the Table of the Lord drink out of the chalice 
with the consecrated wine the true, natural 
Blood of Christ, be they believing or unbeliev- 
ing — the believing for the forgiveness of 
Sins and in remembrance of Christ; the unbe- 
lieving, however, for judgment.” (Quoted in 
Zeitschrift fuer die historische Theologie, 
Niedner, 1848, Vol. 18, p. 630-631.) 

As has rightly been pointed out, Saliger 
knew how to let his peculiar teaching recede 
so that it had the appearance of being truly 
Lutheran. He rightly denied that he spoke 
of the presence of Christ’s Body and Blood 
in the consecrated elements “prior to use” in 
an absolute sense, that is, without regard to 
the subsequent distribution and reception. 
However, by emphasizing that the Body and 
Blood are present prior to the distribution 
and reception, he made room for error, and 
that is why he was dismissed from office. 

The “Decision” in the Saliger Controversy 

The “decision” (Abschied) in the Saliger 
controversy undoubtedly stems from the hand 
of Chytraeus of Rostock, one of the co-authors 
of the Formula of Concord. It designated as 
“foreign, in our Church unaccustomed, dubi- 
ous, dark, and offensive” such expressions as, 
for example, “there is a sacrament before 
use,” or, “in the words of St. Paul, ‘the bread 
which we break is it not the communion of 


the body of Christ,’ the word communion or 
union of the bread and body is to be under- 
stood as prior to the reception and not of its 
eating by the communicants,” or, “that after 
the spoken benediction bread and wine are 
a complete Sacrament also prior to the distri- 
bution (which may first follow a few days or 
months later). Such expressions are “‘no- 
where to be found, either in God’s Word or in 
Dr. Luther’s writings, but they are common 
among the papists to confirm their magical 
benediction and their continuous inclusion of 
the Body of Christ under the form of bread 
also prior and after its reception.” (Quoted 
in Niedner, Zeitschrift f.d. hist. Theol., 1848, 
p. 639f.) 
The Formula of Concord 

The reference in the Formula of Concord 
to a “misunderstanding and dissension among 
some teachers of the Augsburg Confession” 
(Triglotta, p. 999)undoubtedly refers to the 
Saliger controversy. One of the issues in- 
volved in this controversy was as to whether 
or not it was necessary to repeat the Words 
of Institution if there was not enough bread. 
Note the expression in Saliger’s confession 
“according to the number of communicants.” 

The authors of the Formula had the gift 
of discerning the exact spot where false teach- 
ing might gain entrance and they also knew 
how effectively to block the way against such 
entrance and yet not go beyond Scripture. 
They therefore repeated verbatim in the 
Formula of Concord the following words from 
the “decision” in the Saliger controversy. 

“This blessing, or the recitation of the 
words of institution of Christ alone does not 
make a sacrament if the entire action of the 
Supper, as it was instituted by Christ, is not 
observed (as when the consecrated bread 
is not distributed, received, and partaken of, 
but is enclosed, sacrificed, or carried about), 
but the command of Christ, This do (which 
embraces the entire action or administration 
in this Sacrament, that in an assembly of 
Christians bread and wine are taken, conse- 
crated, distributed, received, eaten, drunk, 
and the Lord’s death is shown forth at the 
same time) must be observed unseparated 
and inviolate, as also St. Paul places before 
our eyes the entire action of the breaking 
of bread or of distribution and reception, 
I Cor. 10:16... . To preserve this true Chris- 
tian doctrine concerning the Holy Supper, 
and to avoid and abolish manifold idolatrous 
abuses and perversions of this testament, the 
following useful rule and standard has been 
derived from the words of institution: ‘noth- 


ing has the nature of a sacrament apart from 
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the use instituted by Christ’ or ‘apart from 
the action divinely instituted.’ ... This is by 
no means to be rejected, but can and should 
be urged and maintained with profit in the 
Church of God. And the use or action here 
does not not mean chiefly faith, neither the 
oral participation only, but the entire, visible 
action of the Lord’s Supper instituted by 
Christ.” (Triglotta, p. 1001-3; 83-86.) 


“Must Be Observed Unseparated and 
Inviolate” 


In his letter to President Behnken, dated 
March 14, 1952, Dr. Piepkorn says of the 
Formula’s ‘assertion of the principle that the 
consecration alone does not confect the 
Sacrament is directed only toward those per- 
versions of the Holy Eucharist in which the 
sacramental action is not completed.” 

If that were true, then Saliger’s position 
would not have been rejected and condemned 
by the Formula of Concord. As we pointed 
out above, Saliger did not speak of the pre- 
sence of Christ’s Body and Blood “prior to 
use” in an absolute sense, that is, without 
regard to the subsequent distribution and 
reception. He expressly says in his confes- 
sion that the eating and drinking should 
ordinarily follow the consecration. 

But the Formula rejects and condemns 
also that perversion which causes an inter- 
ruption or break in the divinely instituted 
sacramental action and inserts or adds some- 
thing not instituted by Christ, for example, 
the adoration of Christ’s Body and Blood, 
which Dr. Piepkorn attempts to uphold. The 
entire external, visible action, as it was 
instituted by Christ, must be observed “un- 
separated and inviolate” (totum et inviola- 
tum). The Formula of Concord would not 
give room “‘to the least error.” 

Rome insists that the Body of Christ is 
present “prior to the distribution.” that is, 
as soon as the priest says: “This is My Body.” 
From this false tenet it then developes its 
perversions and abuses of this sacrament. 
This point we cannot emphasize too strongly. 
Rome’s “prior to the distribution” is the 
source from which its false teachings and per- 
versions of this sacrament flow. 

Saliger’s “rior to use” would have opened 
the door to Rome’s false teaching, worshiv, 
idolatrv, and superstition within the Luth- 
eran Church. By rejecting Saliger’s “prior 
to use” the Formula of Concord closed the 
door against them. 


“Local Impanation of the Body of Christ” 


Rome’s insistence on “prior to the distri- 
bution” leads to transubstantiation, that is, 


the teaching that bread and wine are changed 
into the Body and Blood of Christ. Saliger’s 
opponents, on the other hand, found in his 
“prior to use” the teaching of a “local inclu- 
sion” (consubstantiation or local impanation ) 
of Christ’s Body and Blood in the consecrated 
elements. The matter of the mode of the 
Real Presence forces itself into this issue as 
soon as a “prior to the distribution” is in- 
sisted upon. 

In the Concordia Theological Monthly, 
May, 1952, p. 337, the Rev. H. R. Klann says: 
“The doctrine of the local impanation of the 
body of Christ in the Lord’s Supper has been 
urged in our circles.” 

Regarding Dr. Piepkorn the editor of the 
Lutheran Outlook had said: “How you can 
hold that (the body and blood are truly 
present in the bread and wine before the 
distribution) without holding to some form 
of transubstantiation or consubstantiation I 
cannot see.” In his “Reply” Dr. Piepkorn 
said: “It appears that the editor of the Out- 
look overlooks the fact that two different 
matters are involved, neither of which neces- 
sarily implies the other. Transubstantiation 
— which in loyally accepting the Book of 
Concord I reject explicity —- is a Scholastic 
effort at rationalizing the mode of the Real 
Presence of Christ’s Body and Blood in the 
Sacrament. I do not know what definition 
the editor of the Outlook would give for con- 
substantiation, but all the opinions that are 
grouped under this name are also efforts to 
describe the mode of the Real Presence. 
Both terms have to do with the how of the 
sacramental union. But the question at issue 
in the sentences that the editor of the Out- 
look cuotes from my article is when the sacra- 
mental union takes place. Whatever the 
answer may be to this question, transubstan- 
tiation or consubstantiation as such and in 
any form are not necessarily involved in the 
issue.” (P. 45.) 

Transubstantiation Exnlicity Rejected 

Dr. Piepkorn explicitly rejects transub- 
stantiation but nowhere does he explicitly 
reject the various opinions grouped under 
“consubstantiation.” He merely states that 
transubstantiation or consubstantiation “are 
not necessarily involved in the issue.” This 
dare not be overlooked in view of the fact 
that Una Sancta explicitly and expressly holds 
that Christ’s Body and Blood are present in 
the elements “uvon the altar.” The supposed 
presence of Christ’s Body and Blood “prior 
to the distribution” or “uoon the altar” im- 
mediately and necessarily raises the issue of 
the mode of such presence. 
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The Confessional Lutheran, November, 
1951, p. 126, quoted from Una Sancta: “The 
altar becomes the manger in which the Christ 
Child lies, the Bread and Wine are His swad- 
dling clothes. . . . Bethlehem is where we 
find our Savior wrapped in Bread and Wine. 
... The great concurrence binding Eastern, 
Roman, Lutheran, and Anglican Christianity 
together is the Real Presence of the Body 
ae Blood of Christ in the Elements upon the 

tar.” 

In the Lutheran Outlook, February, 1952, 
p. 46, Dr. Piepkorn contends that he did not 
edit a single issue of Una Sancta and that his 
“responsibility is limited to (his) contribu- 
tions to the magazine.” (Previous issues of 
Una Sancta merely listed an “editorial staff,” 
Dr. Piepkorn being among its number. In 
the issue St. Athanasius, 1952, Rev. Richard 
Klopf is listed as “editor” while Dr. Piepkorn 
and others are listed as ‘contributing editors” 
and those of European countries are listed as 
“associate editors.” ) We contend that every 
member of an “editorial staff” of a religious 
publication is rightly held responsbile for 
false, un-Scriptural teaching appearing in 
their publication, unless they publicly repudi- 
ate such false teaching. No such repudiation 
by Dr. Piepkorn has ever appeared in any 
issue of Una Sancta. 


Adoration of the Body and Blood of Christ 


Among the perversions in the papistic 
mass listed by the Formula of Concord in 
conjunction with Saliger’s error was “exhibit- 
ing for adoration.” The opponents of Saliger 
contended that adoration naturally followed 
his “prior to use.” 

The Roman “Sunday Missal” reads: “For 
this is My Body. Priest genuflects, elevates 
Host. Bell rings thrice. Look at the sacred 
Host and devoutly say: ‘My Lord and my 
God.’ (7 years indul.)” Of course Roman- 
ists deny that they adore the earthly elements 
of bread and wine. According to Romanism, 
when the priest says: “This is My Body,” that 
is. before the distribution or reception, then 
“the substance of bread is gone; it is changed 
into Jesus Christ, true God, true man.” 


Lutherans advocating adoration also deny 
that they adore the bread. In Una Sancta, 
Holy Cross, 1947, p. 25, Dr. Piepkorn wrote: 
“Following the Reverend Mr. Norden away 
from the main issue for a moment, to com- 
ment on his statement, ‘When communicants 
are disposed to adore the Body and Blood of 
Christ in the Sacrament they are not follow- 
ing good Lutheran doctrine and practice,’ it 
should be remembered that the only thing 


which the Confessions condemn is the adora- 
tion of the sacramental elements, bread and 
wine.” (Cf. Confessional Lutheran, Novem- 
ber, 1951, p. 128f.) 

Romanists adore the “Body of Christ” 
because they contend that “prior to the dis- 
tribution” the bread has been changed into 
the Body of Christ through consecration. 
High-Church Lutherans adore the “Body of 
Christ” because they contend that Christ’s 
Body is present in the consecrated elements 
“prior to the distribution.” 

But where did Christ tell His disciples to 
adore His Body and Blood in the Lord’s 
Supper? He told them to eat and to drink 
it, no more and no less. Jesus said: “In vain 
they do worship Me, teaching for doctrines 
the commandments of men,” Matt. 15:9. 
And St. Paul in Col. 2:28 condemns self- 
chosen worship (ethelothreeskein). The For- 
mula of Concord rightly says: ‘Nothing has 
the nature of a sacrament apart from the use 
instituted by Christ” or “apart from the 
action divinely instituted.” For us there is 
no Real Presence except in the prescribed 
eating and drinking. For according to the 
words of Baier — which Dr. Piepkorn neg- 
lects to quote — the Body and Blood of Christ 
are not sacramentally united with the conse- 
crated bread and wine outside of the use 
instituted by God. 

When John Saliger refused to subscribe 
to the “decision” in his case he was removed 
from his pastorate in Rostock. Dr. Piepkorn 
now occupies the Chair of Systematic Theo- 
logy at Concordia Seminary in St. Louis and 
that with the express approval of his doctrinal 
position by the President of Synod. D. 


@ “Academic Freedom?” 


“The theologian who rejects Holy Scrip- 
ture as God’s infallible Word and draws and 
regulates his teaching not from Holy Scrip- 
ture but from his own Ego, acts contrary to 
the instruction of Christ to continue in His 
Word and the Apostles’ denial of the license 
to teach to every teacher not consenting to 
the wholesome words of our Lord Jesus 
Christ. Such a one is suffering from delu- 
sion and ignorance.” —— Pieper-Engelder, 
Christian Dogmatics, I, p. 156. 


© On The Union Front 
Five-Way Merger Doomed 
The proposed five-way .merger of the 


bodies making up the American Lutheran 
Conference will not become a reality. The 
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Augustana Lutheran Church, meeting at Des 
Moines, voted to by-pass the five-synod 
merger of Lutheran churches, to take in all 
National Lutheran Council bodies, and more, 
if possible. 

Editor E. E. Ryden of Augustana’s The 
Lutheran Companion (in an editorial re- 
printed in the Lutheran Standard, August 23, 
1952, p. 9) speaks of “Augustana’s Lutheran 
Unity Challenge,” and says in part: “Augus- 
tana could not become reconciled to the fact 
that the proposed five-way merger fell far 
short of the ideal of real Lutheran unity. It 
would have embraced only one-third of those 
who bear the name of Lutheran in America. 
It failed to include other Lutheran bodies 
with whom we have worked and worshiped 
for many years. And it did not invite into 
the union still other groups with whom we 
would rejoice to work and worship. In other 
words, it was not a perfect union.” 

“To be brutally frank. said Dr. Conrad 
Bergendoff, Augustana College president, in 
describing the five-church merger plan, ‘the 
United Lutheran Church is left out purposely. 
How can we have union with one of the 
greatest Lutheran churches ignored?’”’ (The 
Lutheran, June 25, 1952, p. 4.) 


A.L.C, Committee Report 


The text of the ten recommendations to 
be made to the convention of the American. 
Lutheran Church by its Committee on Fellow- 
ship, as published in the Lutheran Standard 
(July 19, 1952, p. 10), follows: 


“The Committee on Fellowship recommends 
the following actions to be taken by the Church: 

“1, Wuereas, The American Lutheran Church 
has always affirmed its interest in and support 
of all efforts toward total Lutheran unity, we again 
re-affirm our conviction that it is necessary and 
salutary for any and all Lutheran bodies contem- 
plating merger to engage in discussions relating 
to doctrine and practice as the first step toward 
closer organizational affiliation. 

“2. WHEREAS, The National Lutheran Council 
has our wholehearted support in its various phases 
and activities of work, we recommend that the 
American Lutheran Church increase its interest 
and support to the end that the National Lutheran 
Council may be made an even stronger agency for 
the participating church bodies without in any way 
infringing upon the autonomy of any church body 
or usurping its authority. 

“3. Whereas, The recommendations of the 
Joint Union Committee meet with our hearty 
approval, we commend the committee of 45 for its 
faithful work in carrying out the directives of 
the participating church bodies and recommend 
adoption of the suggested resolutions( here follows 
the text of the three resolutions).” 

(Note by A. V. K.: On the same page the 
Lutheran Standard explains: “These resolutions 
involve approval of the United Testimony and the 
authorization of our Committee on Fellowship to 
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work out, in conjunction with like committee of 
other American Lutheran Conference Churches, 
plans for an organizational structure and tentative 
drafts of constitutions for the proposed new merged 
Church.” 

The text of the recommendations continues: 

“4, WHEREAS, There are many matters which 
should be discussed in the Joint Union Committee 
before definite action can be taken by the partici- 
pating bodies acting singly or jointly, we recom- 
mend that our Committee on Fellowship together 
with the Executive Cimmittee of the Church be 
empowered to act in behalf of the Church in 
matters relating to the proposed merger, subject to 
the approval of the Church at its next convention. 

“5, WHEREAS, The second part of the Common 
Confession is nearing completion, we gratefully 
submit the report of our committee on the progress 
in this area of understanding with the Lutheran 
Church--Missouri Synod and look forward to the 
early completion of the Common Confession and 
its submission to our Church. ; 

“6. WuereEAs, The Lutheran Church—Missouri 
Synod has asked that the District Presidents, the 
President, and the Vice-presidents of our two 
Churches meet with the Committee on Doctrinal 
Unity of the Lutheran Church—Missouri Synod 
and the Committee on Fellowship of the American 
Lutheran Church to discuss practices in the con- 
gregational life of both churches, we ask our 
Church to authorize the President, the Executive 
Committee, and the Districts Presidents together 
with our Committee on Fellowship to have such 
a meeting with the corresponding officials of the 
en Churech—Missouri Synod for the purpose 
stated. 

“7, WueEreas, A friendly meeting of our Com- 
mittee on Fellowship with the Special Commission 
on Relations to American Lutheran Church Bodies 
of the United Lutheran Church in America has 
been held in order to discuss matters of common 
interest, to seek better understanding, and_ to 
increase cooperation between our church bodies, 
we approve the plan of our Committee and the 
Special Commission to hold another meeting 1n 
the near future and look forward to good results 
from this meeting. S 

“8. WHEREAS, Our membership and participa- 
tion in the Lutheran World Federation has brought 
great blessings to our Church, we thank God for 
this larger fellowship of fellow Lutherans through- 
out the world and pledge our cooperation in the 
projects undertaken by this federation. a 

“9 Wuereas, Our membership and participa- 
tion in the World Council of Churches also prom- 
ises opportunities and blessings for our Church, 
we note with satisfaction that progress was made 
by this association of churches in the few years 
of its existence and activity. 

“10. Wuereas, The resolutions of our Church 
on Selective Fellowship are in need of clarification 
and revision, we recommend that the Church 
authorize the Committee on Fellowship to bring 1n 
the necessary revisions and interpretations for con- 
sideration by our Church at its next convention.” 


It is clear that the committee of the A.L.C., 
the same committee which negotiates with 
the Doctrinal Unity Committee of the Mis- 
souri Synod, leans heavily in the direction 
of the National Lutheran Council and the 
World Council of Churches. 
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Editor E. W. Schramm of the American 
Lutheran Church’s Lutheran Standard (Au- 
gust 2, 1952, p. 5), under the heading “We 
Are Committed,” shows how deeply the A.L.C. 
is committed in the current merger efforts. 
He writes, in part: 

“We ARE committed to the ultimate unity of 
all Lutherans in America and pledge our whole- 
hearted support to efforts in that direction,’ A.L.C. 
1950 Convention Minutes, p. 351. ‘ We adopt the 
resolutions proposed by the Joint Delegations of 
the U-E.L.C., the E.L.C., and the A.L.C.,’ A.L.C. 
1950 Convention Minutes, p. 352. The first of these 
resolutions proposed by the Joint Delegations was 
that each of the three Churches ‘empower or elect 
nine members of a Joint Union Committee, with 
eventual organic union in view,’ 1950 Minutes, p. 
282. — Unequivocally committed to the ultimate 
unity of all Lutherans in America. Unequivocally 
committed to negotiate with the E.L.C. and the 
U.E.L.C. ‘with eventual organic union in view.’ 
Those are our commitments.” 

“WHAT Actions then are called for at our con- 
vention if we are to be true to our several com- 
mitments, and if we are to give the request of 
the Augustana Church the fraternal consideration 
it deserves? I think the situation is relatively 
simple. In 1950 we committed ourselves to a long- 
range goal — total Lutheran union — and to a 
short-range goal — an American Lutheran Con- 
ference merger: five-way, if at all possible; three- 
way or four-way if a complete American Lutheran 
Conference merger proved impossible. These com- 
mitments stake our course. No matter how eager 
our Church is to join Augustana in broadening the 
base of union negotiations (and I feel confident 
we are quite eager to do this) we cannot join in 
this broader invitation unless at least the E.L.C. 
and the U.E.L.C. are willing to join with us.” 


Hannover 

First reports from the convention of the 
Lutheran World Federation, held July 25 to 
August 3 at Hannover, are coming through. 
The secular press had reported some of the 
pronouncements of the convention on social 
and political issues. The pro-Communist 
Lutheran bishops from Hungary were re- 
ceived with mixed feelings. 

Bishop Hanns Lilje of Hannover, typical 
nominally Lutheran provincial churchman, 
was elected President of the Federation. 

Elected to the Executive Committee, 
among others, were Dr. J. A. Aasgaard, Presi- 
dent of the Evangelical Lutheran Church, Dr. 
F. C. Fry, President of the United Lutheran 
Church, Dr. O. A. Benson, President of the 
Augustana Lutheran Church, and Dr. H. F. 
Schuh, President of the American Lutheran 
Church. 

Globalism 

A “Message of the Second Assembly of the 
Lutheran World Federation” to “Lutheran 
Churches and congregations throughout the 
world” is printed in Lautheran Herald (Sev- 
tember 2, 1952, p. 786). It stresses sancti- 


fication. The gist of the “message” is in the 
sentence: “We, the Churches of the Lutheran 
World Federation wish to grow as a world- 
wide community based on the fellowship of 
our common faith and active in deeds of 
brotherly love.” 

The assembly established three new de- 
partments of the L.W.F.: The Dept. of 
Vheology “is to promote fellowship and 
cooperation in study among Lutherans, 
engage in theological studies, and assist 
churches in meeting their needs for strength- 
ening congregational life.” Then there are 
the Departments of World Missions and of 
Lutheran World Service. The relief pro- 
gram of the National Lutheran Council, 
carried on with funds from the Lutheran 
World Action, will henceforth be channeled 
through the last-named department of the 
L. W. F. This program is described in the 
Lutheran Standard (August 30, 1952, p. 4) as 
“Putting Lutheranism on Global Scale.” 

Editor G. Elson Ruff, in The Lutheran, 
news organ of the United Lutheran Church, 
wrote articles on the Hannover meeting, 
entitled ‘Lutherans are not Divided” and 
“The Church’s Strength Seen at Hannover.” 
We quote a few of his sentences (August 20, 
1952, p. 12): “Since Luther nailed up his 
famous paper on the church door in 1517, 
nothing like this had happened. A company 
of Lutherans met in an immense assembly 
which demonstrated the astonishing unity of 
the world’s largest and most widespread 
Protestant communion ... the program con- 
tinued with some business affairs of the Fed- 
eration. In such a large assembly these 
matters could not be debated and votes were 
always unanimous... . There was little chance 
for clear-cut discussion. Eventually an edi- 
torial committee in each section worked out 
a statement representing the main ideas that 
had been advanced. These were presented 
to the whole assembly in final sessions.” 

The Rev. Paul Baumgaertner of the A.L.C. 
records his impressions of Hannover in the 
Lutheran Standard (August 23, 1952, p. 5). 
He stresses: “We are beginning to discover 
each other. ..Paul’s words in 1 Corinthians 12 
about being members of the same body and 
members of each other in Christ are being 
demonstrated and realized in a way that few 
of us have ever experienced before.” 

When men get Globalism they tend to 
forget that the Communion of Saints, the Holy 
Christian Church, is invisible. 

A pre-convention article in The National 
Lutheran (May-June, 1952, p. 11), on the 
subject of the L.W.F’s. commitments toward 
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the “ecumenical movement,” stressed: ‘Dr. 
Michelfelder pointed to the constitution of 
the L.W.F. framed in Lund in 1947, which 
explicitly states that Lutheran participation 
in ecumenical movements is one of the aims 
of the L.W.F. In the preparatory handbook 
for Hannover Dr. Michelfelder again empha- 
sized that the Lutheran Church cannot meet 
its responsibility as a church, if it does not 
support the work of the ecumenical move- 
ment.” 

Members of the Missouri Synod will do 
well to keep all facts in mind, especially when 
considering such possibilities as mentioned 
in the following words, attributed to Dr. L. 
Meyer by The Lutheran Layman (June 1, 
1952, p. 4): “Although the Missouri Synod 
is not a member of the Lutheran World 
Federation at the present time, it is believed 
that it may be possible to arrive at some kind 
of consultative relationship.” 


Joint Seminary 


A picture of the graduating class of the 
Seminary at Saskatoon, Canada, is printed 
in the Lutheran Standard (May 31, 1952, p. 
11). The caption reads: “The Lutheran 
College and Seminary in Saskatoon, Canada, 
graduated the largest class in its history this 
year. The seminary is owned by the United 
Lutheran Church, but the American Lutheran 
Church supports it with a subsidy and the 
salary of one instructor. Four of the gradu- 
ates are students of the A.L.C.” One U.L.C. 
and two Augustana graduates complete the 
class list. A. V. K. 


© Review of Publications 


20 Confirmation Sermons by Pastors of the 
Evangelical Lutheran Church. 226 pages, 
5428. Augsburg Publishing House, 
Minneapolis. $3.00. 


This book is described by its title, except 
that that there is an appendix of Texts for 
Confirmation, reprinted from Nesper’s Bibli- 
cal Texts for Special Occasions. The texts 
chosen for the twenty sermons in this volume 
are not always the most commonly used con- 
firmation texts, and the sermons based on 
them therefore offer some new departures 
in confirmation preaching. 

Romans 13, 1, “There is no power but of 
God” is on page 4 quoted and applied in 
such a way as to by-pass the specific and real 
meaning of the word “power” in the text. 
Anyone who did not know that it refers to 
governments would not be led to know this 


‘ship is conferred upon him. . . 


from what is said in.this.sermon; indeed, he 
would be led to quite a different conclusion. 
The statment on page “136, “the Kingdom 
must, and will, be established,” is certainly 
not clear in view of the fact that Christ’s 
kingdom has been established long ago and 
waits only its final consummation in glory. 
What is said in connection with Mark 10, 15 
n page 139 is confused and will not bear 
the light of God’s Word: “When the Holy 
Spirit comes to the child in baptism the 
infant does not resist, and heavenly citizen- 
. The key to 
becoming a Christian is giving in to the plea 
of God. . . . We adults have it put to us 
plainly, almost bluntly. ‘Be like a child . 
When Jesus reaches for you, give in to Him, 
give your all to Him; let Him take you and 
continue the good work which He began in 
you at your baptism.” (Our emphasis, show- 
ing contradiction.) For a correct under- 
standing of Mark 10, 15 one should compare 
such passages as I Cor. 14, 20: I Peter 2, 2. 
We cannot make sense of the statement on 
p. 166, “We in the Church are guilty of limit- 
ing the meaning of salvation.” To go on 
with the context is only to add to the error 
latent in that statement: “Christ is concerned 
with total health of the total person. All of 
each person is His concern. He desires 
health of spirit, mind and body for His 
people. While the complete realization of 
His gracious purpose must await the resur- 
rection morning, He has more to offer us 
now than we are taking!” 


The present volume is really a companion 
volume to a series of sermon books on the 
church year and one for the Lenten season 
recently published by Augsburg Publishing 
House. 


P. H. B. 
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@® “To Rethink Our Doctrines” 


One of the words that we hear over and 
over again today in church circles is the word, 
“rethink.” We are told that we must rethink 
our theology, restudy our dogmas. Certainly, 
the Lord wants us to think and to study, 
never coming to an end of our meditation of 
the Gospel. However, when we are urged to 
rethink the doctrines of our faith with the 
inference that there was something lacking 
in the faith of our fathers, that something 
must be added or changed in our scriptural 
doctrines by our rethinking, then this phrase 
“to rethink” needs very careful watching. 

“To rethink our doctrines” is a pet slogan 
of the modern liberals. 


They use it with the implication that along 
with this rethinking we must purge away 


many of the old Biblical truths. As an 
example, we read in the current Sept. 3 issue 
of the Christian Century an article strongly 
admonishing the church to rethink and re- 
study what we are to preach and believe. 
After commenting about Bultmann, a German 
theologian, and his many denials of the 
ancient faith (Page 993), the Century goes on 
to scold us for refusing to revamp our faith. 
It asks: “Do not honesty and responsibility 
require us to adapt Christian doctrine to the 
needs of modern man?” A little farther on 
in the same article the writer speaks still 
bolder: “First, we shall have to do some 
pruning in our theological garden. We need 
to cut quite a bit of dead wood.” 

This is what the liberal preachers mean 
by “rethinking the gospel.” It is a matter of 
purging away, of doing away with those doc- 
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trines, those Biblical truths which, in their 
estimate, are obsolete for this modern 
generation. What was true twenty years 
ago as far as our faith is concerned may no 
longer be true today. Therefore, let us 
apply ourselves to rethinking. 


Some of our Lutheran theologians, too, 
are becoming very fond of this slogan: We 
must rethink our dogmas for they have 
become empty vessels. Frankly speaking, we 
are afraid of such terminology. With all the 
rethinking and all the restudying by all the 
king’s philosophers, we can not add one 
ounce to the TRUTH of the Scriptures. 


The crying need today is not the rethink- 
ing but the believing, the placing of ourselves 
UNDER GOD’S WORD. 


Erling Ylvisaker, in Lutheran Sentinel 
(Norwegian Synod), September 27, 1952. 


-convention proper. 
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© Comment on Synodical 
Conference Convention 


The Twin City papers did their best, to. 


report the progress of the Synodical Con-- 
ference meeting at Concordia College in St. 
Paul, August 12-15. But naturally it is diffi- 
cult for the public press both to understand 
and to explain the business of the church 
which is none other than the proclamation 
of the Gospel. 

It is common knowledge that: the thing 
which created an extra amount of interest in 
this year’s convention was the question: 
“What will the Synodical Conference do with 
the document known as the COMMON CON- 
FESSION?” ‘This controversial document, to 
put it simply, is a doctrinal agreement ac- 
cepted by the Lutheran Church—Missouri 
Synod and the American Lutheran Church. 
In the meantime, this COMMON CONFES- 
SION has been “rejected” by both the Wis- 
consin and the Norwegian Synods. For the 
sake of explanation, it should be added that 
the delegates to the Synodical Conference 
convention were men representing the four 
synods comprising the Conference: the Lu- 
theran Church—Missouri Synod, the Slovak 
Synod, the Wisconsin Synod and the Ner- 
wegian Synod. 

Committees were announced by _ the 
secretary onthe first day. The so-called 
Committee No. 5 was asked to make a pre- 
liminary study of the memorials addressed to 
the convention. This meant that Committee 
No. 5 was asked to tackle the whole matter 
of the COMMON CONFESSION. This com- 
mittee, consisting of men from all the four 
synods represented, met so many hours that 
the members could spend only one day at the 
Not only were the com- 
mittee sessions long; they were strenuous;, 
they were also thorough-going for the chair- 
man insisted upon calling in for consultation 
the officials and the members of the doctrinal 
unity committees of the various synods before 
the committee could come with any report to 
the convention. 

There were, of course, things about which 
the members of the committee could not 
agree. For example, some honestly felt that 
the COMMON CONFESSION should be re- 
pealed in toto. However, after much delib- 
eration, Committee No. 5 was able to come 
with a unanimous report. 

This report was read to the convention 
about 4:15 on Thursday afternoon. It began 
with an introduction, or preamble, which 
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stated three things: that the COMMON 
CONFESSION, as it now stands, is inadequate 
as a settlement of the doctrinal differences 
between the American Lutheran Church and 
the Synodical Conference; that the COMMON 
CONFESSION had disturbed the peace of the 
Synodical Conference; and that the Wisconsin 
and the Norwegian Synods had “rejected” the 
COMMON CONFESSION. 

What happened after 4:15 on_ that 
Thursday afternoon many of us would rather 
forget. Without discussing the merits or 
faults of the above three conclusions, the 
motion was made and passed that the -entire 
preamble formulated by the committee 
should be STRUCK. In other words, Com- 
mittee No. 5 had been asked by the conven- 
tion to come with a judgment; when it was 
discovered that this judgment was unaccept- 
able to the majority, there was not a single 
request either to explain or to justify the 
unanimous decision of the committee; with- 
out further ado, the preamble was thrown 
into the wastebasket. Furthermore, despite 
the fact that a member of the doctrinal unity 
committee representing the majority had 
assured Committee No. 5 that he was always 
willing to listen to objections to the COM- 
MON CONFESSION, there was after 4:15 on 
that Thursday afternoon not a single voice 
of any official or semi-official representing 
the majority raised in protest against the 
ruthless action to STRIKE the unacceptable. 

We say these things not in the spirit of 
bitterness. In fact, we pray more earnestly 
than ever that the day will never come when 
the thousand and one blessings of the Synod- 
ical Conference will be a thing of the past. 
Moreover, we say it humbly. Never can we 
forget that we learned our theology at Con- 
cordia Seminary in St. Louis. Nevertheless, 
if there is to be peace and understanding 
between a big brother and a little brother, 
the big brother cannot say to his little brother 
— least of all in church work: “I asked you 
for your honest opinion and judgment but 
upon hearing what you have to say, I disagree 
with you and therefore I will refuse to 
listen. I STRIKE whatever you may have 
to say.” We have lived some years and we 
have had some varied experience with dif- 
ferent kinds of human beings but we confess 
that never before have we witnessed such 
adamant closing of all doors and windows. 

Somebody may say that this “vote to 
strike” was not a very important incident in 
the present and future history of the Syn- 
odical Conference. Others may say that many 


voted without realizing the implications of 
their “yes.” But in all the business of the 
church, whether that business is carried on 
at our congregational meetings or at con- 
ventions, let brother be heard by his brother. 
No doctrinal unity will ever be achieved by 
waving our arms and saying: “What I am 
hearing is only somebody’s judgment; and 
because I do not like it, I choose to ignore it.” 

Finally — let it be said to them who may 
be glad that we are having our differences in 
the Synodical Conference that the dissolution 
of the Conference did NOT come at our 
August convention. The Lutheran Church— 
Missouri Synod, the Slovaks, Wisconsin and 
the Norwegians are still brothers in the faith. 
And, by the grace of God, such a miscarriage 
of parliamentary justice as was accorded 
Committee No. 5 will never again occur 
among us. 

ERLING YLVISAKER 
in Lutheran Sentinel, Sept. 12, 1952. 


@ The Synodical Conference 
Convention and the 
COMMON CONFESSION 


Other publications have already reported 
on the Synodical Conference convention 
which was held in St. Paul, Minnesota, August 
12-15. We here wish to bring to the attention 
of our readers the full text of the Report of 
Committee No. 5 on the Common Confession, 
which to the best of our knowledge up to the 
time of this writing has not appeared in any 
other publication. 

The Report, which was read fifteen min- 
utes before closing time on Thursday after- 
noon (the convention closed Friday at noon), 
is as follows — 

“Your Committee on Memorials has 
given extensive time to individuals and to 
groups for the discussion of Memorials of 
the Wisconsin Synod and of the Nor- 
wegian Synod and herewith makes the 
following report: 

“Whereas on the basis of these discus- 
sions your Committee on Memorials is of 
the opinion that the Common Confession 
in its present form is inadequate as a 
settlement of differences in regard to the 
doctrines treated, and 

“Whereas unity within the Synodical 
Conference has been disturbed by this 
document, and 
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“Whereas two of the constituent 
Synods of the Synodical Conference have 
rejected the Common Confession 

“Therefore, we recommend 

“1, That time be allotted at this con- 
vention for a discussion of the Common 
Confession and of the propriety of the 
continued doctrinal negotiations between 
the Missouri Synod and the American 
Lutheran Church, even if it necessitates 
an evening session, and 

“2. That we request the Missouri 
Synod at its next convention to give atten- 
tion once again to the arguments against 
the Common Confession as a basis for 
negotiations, and 

“3. That the Missouri Synod and other 

groups and individuals so desiring are 
requested to present their arguments to 
the Missouri Synod in the form of 

Memorials.” 

A special session was held on Thursday 
evening, part of which was devoted to dis- 
cussion of the Common Confession. In this 
session the motion was made and seconded 
“That the convention declares that it finds 
the Common Confession inadequate as a 
settlement of differences in regard to the 
doctrines treated therein and that it therefore 
in effect yields the Scriptural and historical 
doctrinal position of the Synodical Confer- 
ence.” This motion was tabled. A motion 
was also made, seconded, and carried to 
make copies of the Report of Committee No. 5 


available to delegates; this however, was not 
done. 


On Friday morning District President H. 
J. Rippe offered the following substitute 
motion: 

“Whereas, not all brethren of the Synod- 
ical Conference are persuaded that the Com- 
mon Confession is adequate as a settlement 
of the doctrinal differences between the Mis- 
souri Synod and the American Lutheran 
Church; and 

“Whereas the Committee on Doctrinal 
Unity of the Lutheran Church — Missouri 
Synod, as provided for by the Missouri Synod 
Convention Proceedings, p. 585, has prepared 
a tentative part II of the Common Confession 
to meet the objections raised against the 
Common Confession; therefore be it 

“Resolved, that the Synodical Conference 
postpone all further action with reference to 
the Common Confession until said part II has 
been completed and presented to the con- 
stituent synods of the Synodical Conference 
and to the American Lutheran Church.” 
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This substitute motion was adopted by a 
rising vote, 154 for, 62 against. 


P. H. B. 


® A Report by the 
Wisconsin Synod Committee 
on Church Union 


(Eprtorian Note: Immediately following the 
close of the convention of the Synodical Conference 
in St. Paul, August 11-14, President J. Brenner of 
the Wisconsin Synod announced an extraordinary 
meeting of members of that synod present, for the 
purpose of determining what should be their atti- 
tude over against the Missouri Synod in view of 
the rude setting aside of the unanimous report of 
the floor committee of the Synodical Conference 
which declared the Common Confession inadequate. 
The present article, under the above heading, and 
the article following, “As We See It,” by Prof. 
Reim, both of which appeared in the Northwestern 
Lutheran of Sept. 7, 1952, tell us the serious result 
of that meeting: The Wisconsin Synod, upholding 
its unheeded objections to the Common Confession, 
which not a few of us within the Missouri Synod 
share, has now accused the Missouri Synod of dis- 
rupting the Synodical Conference and declared it- 
self in a critical state of confession over against the 
Missouri Synod, — at least, that is the position of 
the officials and members of our sister synod who 
were present at the meeting in St. Paul, and their 
action will no doubt be ratified by the Wisconsin 
Synod as a whole in due time. Will Missouri still 
a eee before it is too late? God grant it! 

In a gathering of the Wisconsin Synod 
voting and advisory delegates and of a num- 
ber of guests the Standing Committee on 
Church Union was requested to submit a 
report on the action of the Synodical Con- 
ference with reference to the Common Con- 
fession and the Wisconsin Synod’s plea for its 
repeal. 


The Text of the Resolutions Adopted 
at St. Paul 


Setting aside the unanimous report of the 
floor committee, which consisted of delegates 
from every constituent synod, and which 
stated in its first “whereas” that the Common 
Confession is inadequate, the Synodical Con- 
ference Convention adopted the following 
resolutions: 


Wuereas not all brethren of the 
Synodical Conference are persuaded 
that the Common Confession is ade- 
quate as a settlement of the doctrinal 
differences between the Missouri Synod 
and the American Lutheran Church, 
and 
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WuereEas the Committee on Doc- 
trinal Unity of the Lutheran Church— 
Missouri Synod, as provided for by 
the Missouri Synod Convention Pro- 
ceedings, page 585, has prepared a 
tentative part II of the Common Con- 
fession to meet the objections raised 
against the Common Confession, there- 
fore be it 

Resolved, that the Synodical Con- 
ference postpone all further action 
with reference to the Common Confes- 
sion until part IJ has been completed 
and presented to the constituent 
synods of the Synodical Conference 
and to the American Lutheran Church. 


In 1950 the Missouri Synod through its 
officials submitted the Common Confession 
“for consideration and action” to the con- 
stituent synods of the Synodical Conference 
(Proceedings, Synodical Conference 1950, 
page 136). Upon official inquiry it was ex- 
pressly stated that the Common Confession 
“constitutes a settlement of those doctrinal 
controversies that were before the Church 
up to the time of the adoption of the Common 
Confession.”” (Minutes of the Missouri Com- 
mittee on Doctrinal Unity, April 10, 1951.) 
(Note: The emphases in the quotations are 
our own.) 

Now the Synodical Conference resolutions 
quoted above ask us to wait for the comple- 
tion and presentation of a “tentative part II.” 
By stating, concerning the purpose of this 
new part, that it is being ‘prepared . . . to 
meet the objections raised against the Com- 
mon Confession” these resolutions imply that 
the Common Confession itself is not adequate 
to meet them and hence is not a true settle- 
ment of differences in the doctrines treated 
therein. 

Moreover, the St. Paul resolutions do not 
hold out any promise that the so-called 
“tentative part II’ will remove, by direct 
reference, the ambiguities and deficiencies 
which our Wisconsin Synod pointed out in 
the Common Confession. 


Suggestions 


Since it is God’s will that the trumpet do 
not “give an uncertain sound” (I Cor. 14, 8), 
and since a faith that is not ready to confess 
in clear and unmistakable terms “creates a 
basically untruthful situation” (“A little 
leaven leaveneth the whole lump,” Gal. 5, 9). 

We, therefore, declare, in order to guard 
our own faith and to remain true to our God, 
that, though we do not at this time disavow 


our fellowship with the Missouri Synod in the 
Synodical Conference, yet, because the con- 
fessional basis on which the synods of the 
Synodical Conference have jointly stood so 
far has been seriously impaired by the Com- 
mon Confession, we continue to uphold our 
protest and to declare that the Missouri Synod 
by retaining the Common Confession and 
using it for further steps toward union with 
the ALC is disrupting the Synodical Confer- 
ence. (See Constitution, Art. 5). Thus while 
we await a decision by our Synod in this 
grave situation we continue our present 
relationship with the Missouri Synod only in 
the hope that it may still come to see the 
error of ifs way. 

Hence we find ourselves in a STATE OF 
CONFESSION (theologically expressed, IN 
STATU CONFESSIONIS). 

We hope and pray that the truth may 
prevail and that God in His grace may avert 
the threatening disruption of the Synodical 
Conference. 

By request of the Wisconsin Synod 
representatives at the Synodical 
Conference Convention 
WISCONSIN SyNOoD STANDING 
COMMITTEE ON CHURCH UNION. 


* %* * * 


AS WE SEE IT 
A State of Confession 
By Professor E. Reim 


Now that the convention of the Synodical 
Conference is over, our readers will be won- 
dering about the state of things concerning 
this church organization that means so much 
to us. This will be particularly true of those 
who have been aware of the mounting ten- 
sions which have been disturbing our inter- 
synodical relations. At the moment we can 
think of no better way of describing this state 
of things than by using the term which stands 
at the head of this article. The reason will 
perhaps become apparent as we go along. 


A Difficult Position 


The men who were chosen to represent 
our Wisconsin Synod at this convention knew 
that they were facing a difficult task — to be 
bearers of adverse judgment at which our 
Synod arrived a year ago in its study of the 
Common Confession, to be witnesses against 
an ever increasing list of unionistic incidents 
and practices. It would take courage to con- 
fess one’s Wisconsin background and con- 
victions, 
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Many Fine Confessions 

Yet there were many fine confessions — 
in closed committee rooms, at several open 
hearings, and particularly on the convention 
floor itself. Not only pastors and teachers, 
but also laymen spoke their convictions, 
boldly and clearly. Ever and again one could 
sense their deep concern for the great sola-s 
of the Reformation: grace alone, faith alone, 
and Scripture alone. Nor did we find our- 
selves isolated in this testimony. It was most 
encouraging to note the wholehearted support 
which our Norwegian brethren gave to the 
same principles which we were trying to up- 
hold. And it is a pleasure to acknowledge 
the testimony that came from some members 
of Missouri itself. 

A Brave Confession Stricken 

And yet these were but single voices. The 
chorus, particularly of votes, was against us. 
A committee that dared to begin its report 
by unanimously declaring the Common Con- 
fession inadequate was overruled, and _ its 
brave confession stricken from the report. 
The weight of an overpowering majority post- 
poned the controversial issues for a later day. 
Scouting is to receive “further study,” this 
time at the hands of the faculties of the dif- 
ferent Seminaries. The Common Confession, 
which had been declared to be the settlement 
of the controversies which were treated 
therein, is to receive further “additions and 
clarifications,” with a decision still further 
postponed — in spite of the fact that 
consciences were obviously involved. 

We can thank God that our witness has 
not been without fruit. Yet we must face the 
fact that ours is a testimony that is spoken 
against. Only those who were there will 
know how true this is. 


A Special Meeting 

When at the close of the convention 
President Brenner called for a meeting of our 
Wisconsin delegation, many felt that this 
might herald the dissolution of the Synodical 
Conference, in spite of his express statement 
that this action did not constitute a “walk- 
out.” But the purpose of that meeting was 
not to formulate an announcement of drastic 
action, of sudden severance, but a quiet, care- 
fully considered statement on the part of 
those present, to the effect that they now 
declare themselves to be in statu confessionis 
— over against our sister synod of Missouri. 
In Statu Confessionis 

What does this strange term mean? We 
have made it clear in the foregoing that a con- 


fession was being presented throughout the 
days of the convention by the steadfast 
testimony that was there being brought to the 
Truth — even though it was not being re- 
ceived. Since our delegation was on the one 
hand determined not to make a decision that 
must be reserved for our Synod alone, but on 
the other equally determined that this tes- 
timony be upheld in spite of the opposition 
that had been encountered, such a formal 
declaration was imperative. Lest our con- 
tinued membership in the Synodical Confer- 
ence be construed as a surrender of our con- 
victions, it is necessary that no one be left 
in doubt. 
A Grave Danger 


Such a procedure will, of course, defeat 
its own purpose as soon as it becomes weak 
and indecisive. We dare not overlook the 
fact that this term (which has real meaning 
and good standing in the Church) can present 
a serious temptation if it is made to serve 
as an excuse for adapting oneself to an un- 
pleasant situation and learning to live with it, 
so to speak. We must recognize what decep- 
tion would be involved against ourselves and 
others if we were anything but completely 
sincere in our protest. 


We Must Be Honest 

But if we accept these implications and 
meet them honestly, recognizing that this 
state of things can never become a long-term 
arrangement, then our declaration that we 
are in a state of confession — in statu con- 
fessionis — will not be a mere sham, not 
merely a clever explanation of how one can 
continue in a fellowship which is no longer 
based on full unity of doctrine and practice, 
but it will be a last effort to bring our Synod- 
ical Conference back to what it once was — 
a living fellowship of true brethren. This, 
and this alone, is our purpose. May God 
grant the success that He alone can give. 


ON THE UNION FRONT 


The Sabbath 


Is resting on one day out of seven God- 
ordained? Is a weekly vacation day part of 
the Moral Law? These chips off the Sab- 
batarian block are preserved in an article 
by A. J. Seegers in the Lutheran Standard 
(American Lutheran Church publication), 
May 3, 1952, p. 15: 
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“Our problem in this lesson is to determine the 
right use of Sunday on the basis of Scripture texts 
that say nothing about Sunday at all; they treat of 
the Old Testament Sabbath, and we disown that 
day. Even so, we shall learn that there are two 
features which must have a place in our observance 
of Sunday if we are to keep the day holy, namely, 
holy leisure and holy labors.” 

“ .. The official catechisms of our Church have 
gone along with Luther in this matter and also 
do not reckon with the rest factor in observing 
Sunday. These are passing strange facts to us 
who have been reared in Christian communities 
and have learned to put away our working tools 
on Saturday night and let them rest so that we, 
too, might have rest. Why not recognize that rest 
on one day in seven is a part of God’s creative 
order, a part of the universally operative moral 
law, just as much as is monogamy (one man for 
one woman in marriage)? We need this God- 
ordained weekly vacation from the strains of get- 
ting a living, and we need the leisure to build a 
ife.” 


The Brief statement of the Doctrinal Posi- 
tion of the Missouri Synod treats of the Sab- 
bath in Par. 41. In the words “neither ‘the 
keeping of the Sabbath nor of any other day’ 
nor the observance of at least one specific day 
of the seven days of the week is ordained or 
commanded by God,” it rejects an error held 
by some and tolerated in the old Iowa Synod 
and the present A.L.C. 


Behnken Meets “Lutheran Men” 


Under this heading The Lutheran (U. L. 
C. magazine), May 28, 1952, p. 9, carries 
this item: 


“President John W. Behnken of the Missouri 
Synod had signed his name to a five-page analysis 
of ‘Lutheran Men in America of Wisconsin,’ which 
concluded that membership of Synodical Confer- 
ence men in the organization is offensive. 

“ ‘Lutheran Men’ is a laymen’s organization which 
seeks to promote fellowship throughout all Lu- 
theran denominations, including the Missouri 
Synod.. The 12-member Intersynodical Relations 
Committee of the Synodical Conference, including 
Dr. Behnken, said they ‘disavow’ any Synodical 
Conference member who participates in ‘Lutheran 
Men’ meetings ‘with addresses, prayers, and invoca- 
tions in open fraternization with men who are not 
in fellowship of faith and practice with the Synod- 
ical Conference.’ : 

“This month the Lutheran Men reported they had 
talked things over with Dr. Behnken and discovered 
that the report on their organization is not final, 
and was supposed to have been kept secret.” 


When we saw the analysis of the LMAW 
of which this report speaks we were encour- 
aged. We have heard that the Synodical Con- 
ference convention (without a dissenting 
vote) supported the position taken by the 
Intersynodical Relations Committee of the 
Synodical Conference. This is encouraging. 
We hope it is final. 

An organization that is likewise offensive 
and of the same species as the LMAW is the 


Federation of Lutheran Clubs. Both have 
been described in these columns from time to 
time. It is a mystery how such movements 
can gain unquestioning support from many 
in the Missouri Synod, as, for instance, when 
the Central District News, a Lutheran Witness 
supplement, April 29, 1952, announces the 
seventh annual convention of the FLC at 
Cleveland and says: “Among prominent guest 
speakers invited are ex-Governor Youngdahl 
of Minnesota and Dr. Clarence C. Stoughton, 
president of Wittenberg College.” Later 
reports revealed that Dr. Stoughton spoke on 
‘Lutheran unity” and said such things as 
this: ‘We do not wish to lose, submerge, or 
cast off the rich background which each of 
the great Lutheran bodies in America can 
bring us.” (The Lutheran, May 28, 1952, p. 9.) 


The 4-H’ers Award 


We have no bone to pick with the 4-H club 
movement, or with its awards. But our 
curiosity was aroused when we discovered 
that there is a movement to tie up church 
work with 4-H work, complete with medal 
awards. The medal consists of bar, ribbon 
and medalion, and is called the “God — Home 
— Country Award.” The awarding of the 
medal takes place in a special church service. 
According to Lutheran Herald (July 29, 1952, 
p. 711) four girls received the award because 
they “have participated in 4H fair team 
demonstrations, winning blue ribbons. All of 
them gave the required 50 hours of service 
to their church as choir singers and Luther 
League workers. . . . With other club mem- 
bers they recently made a United Nations 
flag and presented it for use in the church 
chancel.” Each also wrote an essay. 


First some Lutheran leaders thought that 
the “Pro Deo et Patria” award, issued to Boy 
Scouts who fulfill certain requirements, would 
serve as an attraction to keep boys with the 
church. Now, not satisfied to ride on the 
coat-tails of Boy Scoutism, they have tagged 
the 4-H clubs to serve as an additional lure. 
These efforts to get people to serve their 
Savior because they can win an “oscar” will 
impress thinking Christians as ecclesiastical 
hocus-pocus, which reveals the weakness of a 
church grasping for other means than the 
Gospel of God’s free grace for strength. One 
can envisage the bushel of medals waiting just 
around the corner to be invented by some 
enterprising soul —- The Kiwanis for Christ 
award, the Lutheran Lion medal, the Cathe- 
rine Luther bangle for Legion Auxiliary 
service, etc., ete. 
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OK’s Evolutionism 


The Lutheran (United Lutheran Church 
magazine) has a column of the question box 
type, called the ‘Personal Problem Clinic.” 
In reply to a letter, Earl S. Rudisill writes 
(May 28, 1952, p. 28): 

“|, . The controversy over evolution as the 
method of creation has long been past — fully 60 
years. 
tians see no conflict between the theory of evolu- 
tion and the account of creation in Genesis. They 
recognize that, regardless of time or method of 
creation, it was the same God who created every- 
thing and still controls the universe. Sir Arthur 
Thompson referred to God as ‘the Author of Evo- 
lution . . . a Creator who originated Nature... 
an orderly, beautiful, progressive world of life with 
its climax ...in Man... a Creator who loves life 
for its own sake .. . not unwilling to let a million 
years go to fashioning an eagle’s wing’.” 

What position is taken in the American 
Lutheran Church on this subject? That can 
be seen from a review in the publication of its 
Wartburg Press, called Titles, as follows: 
“The Book of Genesis. By J. M. Weiden- 
schilling, Concordia. Teacher’s Guide — 
Pupil’s Guide. This goes to bat immediately 
against evolution and commits whatever 
harikirt would be in baseball. Rest of the 
volume is a bit pedantic.” (July, 1952, p. 2.) 


More ULC Doctrine 


The Lutheran (Sept. 12, 1951, p. 29) 
presents an article by Philip R. Hoh, in which 
the latter attempts to explain the revival of 
the Old Testament Sabbath after the Baby- 
lonian captivity (6th Century B.C.). Crass 


“higher criticism” is presented boldly as 
follows: 


sc 


. .. What, more than anything else, would 
make the people want to return to the ancient 
custom? The priests came to a conclusion. I£ it 
were emphasized that God himself instituted the 
Sabbath, that he himself honored that day, that 
would be the highest possible example. 

“The priests looked over the familiar stories of 
creation. (Beginning with Genesis 2:4 in the Bible 
as we have it.) These omitted mention of the 
Sabbath. So (it is believed by a majority of 
present-day scholars) the priests then wrote their 
own account of the creation. They wrote it with 
all the reverence and majesty of inspiration. It was 
simple, straightforward, beautiful. 

“Their account began, ‘When God began to 
create heaven and earth, the earth was a desolate 
waste, with darkness covering the desolation, and 
with storms sweeping over the waters.’ They told 
of six days during which God created all things. 
‘And by the seventh day (the Sabbath) God com- 
pleted all the work he had been doing, refraining 
from work on the seventh day.’ You know the 
priests’ account. It is Genesis 1:1—2:3. 

“Sabbath observance again became one of the 
most important parts of Hebrew religion. The 
priests were able to enforce it to the point where 
the slighest work was punishable by death.” 


Practically all well-informed thinking Chris- - 
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More Publie Doctrine of the ULC 


“A Way to Read the Old Testament” is 
the title of an article in The Lutheran (Dec. 
6, 1950, p. 26-28), by Prof. Benjamin Lotz of 
Susquehanna U. It is another presentation 
which follows faithfully in the tradition of the 
“higher critics.” It’s sub-title reads: “If we 
go at the Old Testament in the order its books 
were completed in their present form, we 
may find the book easier to understand.” 


We quote several sections of the article: 


“Did you ever begin to read and study the Old 
Testament by beginning with Amos? It does seem 
a strange place to start, rather than with Genesis. 
Yet Amos is perhaps the oldest book in the Old 
Testament!” 

“After you have studied Zephaniah and Nahum, 
the next book to be read is Deuteronomy. This 
ought to be prefaced by a careful study of chapters 
22 and 23 of II Kings which tell of the discovery 
of Deuteronomy and the reforms under King 
Josiah in 621 B.C. The reader will be thrilled with 
the vivid account of the Passover which now is to 
be celebrated in Jerusalem alone.” 

“By this time you may wonder whether perhaps 
IT have forgotten Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus or 
Joshua. I have not mentioned them until now 
because modern scholars look upon these books 
which stand first in the Bible as a product of the 
period following the Babylonian captivity. While 
they contain much ancient material, they assumed 
their present form about 400 B.C. in the days of 
defeat and depression. Then an unknown scribe 
sought to show how God’s purposes from the very 
beginning could be seen in the march of human 
events. 

“His work is a magnificant achievement, though 
it is not his work alone. He freely used the sources 
at hand to tell his story which began with God’s 
creation of the world and ended with conquest of 
Canaan under Joshua. There was a document from 
the southern kingdom and there had been another 
from the northern kingdom and these narratives 
had been joined together. 

“The latter began with Abraham and here in all 
of its brilliance was the story of Joseph. These 
narratives were accessible to the scribe and he was 
a master in the use of them. In his hand was also 
the book of Deuteronomy, written at the time of the 
godless King Manasseh, and that book also had 
survived through the Babylonian captivity. Then, 
too, there were bits of Temple legislation and the 
Holiness code of Leviticus. When completed, this 
great work was a true philosophy of Hebrew 
history, the like of which has never been known.” 

“.. The tradition used to be that these his- 
torical books were written by Moses, but modern 
oP has seen them as the work of many 

ands. ... 


So far the article in The Lutheran. 

O “pure, clear fountain of Israel!” Evil 
days have come upon thee in the Lutheran 
‘household. How shall the foundations stand? 
Whereupon shall the righteous repair? 

The Lutheran World Federation and the 
National Council speak of a “common faith 
of all Lutherans!” 
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Just One More Sample 


An article in the “Know the Bible” Series 
by Philip R. Hoh (The Lutheran, Oct. 24, 
1951, p. 27) begins like this: 

“Bor we hold that a man is justified by faith 
apart from works of law.’ — Romans 3:28 (written 
by Paul). 

“You see that a man is justified by works and 
not by faith alone.” — James 2:24 (written by 
author of James). 

“Here are two points of view. There have been 
frequent attempts to reconcile them. But unless 
one author did not mean what he said, or unless 
one point of view is bent considerably out of shape, 
the two shall never meet. 

_“Martin Luther, because he was on one side of 
this conflict, nailed ninety-five theses on the church 
door in Wittenberg. Because of his allegiance to 
Paul’s statement and its implications, he was ex- 
communicated from the Roman Catholic Church. 
Because we agree with Luther that in this matter 
Paul had the mind of Christ,’ we are Lutherans. . .” 


NLC Cost 


The National Lutheran Council “has 269 
on its staff, and a 1952 budget of $789,605. 
The Council will cost more each year ($838,- 
441 in 1953, $860,016 in 1954), it was 
estimated this month at the NLC annual 
meeting.” (The Lutheran, Feb. 13, 1952, p. 8.) 


Convention Prayers 


The prayers of invocation spoken by the 
Rev. Joseph Simonson, director of Public 
Relations of the National Lutheran Council, 
and member of the Evangelical Lutheran 
Church, at one of the national political con- 
ventions in July, was reprinted without com- 
ment in Lutheran Herald, Aug. 5, 1952, p. 726. 
It shared the short-comings generally found in 
such prayers, being lengthy, verbose, and full 
of political platitudes. More serious than that, 
this prayer failed to testify to the Gospel, 
although two references to Christ were sand- 
wiched in. 

_ Such prayers gave rise to much comment 
in the religious press. Reinhold Niebuhr 
wrote a page in The Lutheran (Aug. 6, 1952, 
p. 12) on the subject: “Prayer and religious 
observances at political gatherings make us 
seem a more pious nation than we really are.” 

In The Lutheran of July 30, 1952, p. 50, 
Albert P. Stauderman wrote, among other 
things: 

“Some of the public prayers recently made at 
the great political conventions provided a good 
reminder of what Jesus meant when He warned 
against ‘vain repetitions’ and ‘much speaking.’ 

“Most of those who prayed seemed to feel the 
need to tell the Lord about world conditions and 
the progress of the conventons. Even a Roman 
Catholic cardinal once set free from his rosary and 


missal, fell into the cliches we usually associate 
with the sects... . : 


“After listening to the assortment of convention 
prayers, it was much less hard to believe the old 
story about the minister who stood before his con- 
gregation one Sunday morning and intoned: ‘O 
Lord, as Thou hast read in the morning papers...’” 

Another writer stated that evidently these 
prayers were “addressed to the conventions.” 


More on Hannover 


Speaking of the newly established Depart- 
ment of Theology of the Lutheran World 
Federation, Paul Baumgartner writes: 


“, . There will be a continued exchange 
of .professors between countries. Students 
will also have an opportunity to take part of 
their training in Lutheran seminaries of other 
parts of the earth.” He is writing his “im- 
pressions” of the Lutheran World Federation 
convention, held at Hannover the past sum- 
mer. (Lutheran Standard, Sept. 20, 1952, 
p. 4.) 

Let members of the Missouri Synod keep 
in mind what it would mean if their Synod 
would join the Lutheran World Federation, 
as some of its leaders suggest. Missouri would 
be expected to take part in such exchanges 
and have “Lutheran” professors of various 
degrees of orthodoxy as guest professors at 
its seminaries. This would only add to the 
confusion and doctrinal disagreement within 
the ranks of the Missouri Synod. Some may 
say that Missouri could hold membership in 
the LWF and “testify” to the other Lutheran 
bodies, but refuse to let them testify their 
pet notions to Missouri. That wouldn’t be fair. 
And that isn’t the way it works out. Witness 
the way the Missouri Synod’s discussions with 
the American Lutheran Church have caused 
some Missourians to approve the false doc- 
trine of the ALC; for instance, to say that 
“Scripture does not teach that the pope is the 
Antichrist.” (Report of the Advisory Com- 
mittee on Doctrine and Practice.) And let 
us not believe that the new-found love which 
some of the constituents of the Lutheran 
World Federation are said to hold toward the 
Missouri Synod will continue for any length 
of time, unless Missouri plays the game their 
way. A good text on this subject is Gal. 5:9. 


We quote a few more sentences from 
Pastor Baumgartner’s article: 


“... This experience of belonging together has 
filtered down from the level of officials to where 
the rest of us are in the Church. ... 

_ “As fine a weather vane as any to indicate the 
winds of responsibility blowing through the Lu- 
theran World Federation are the final reports of 
both the women’s and youth’s sections. Each 
section brought in a resolution that at the next 
Lutheran World Assembly (which it is hoped will 
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be held in the United States) they wish to be in- 


cluded in the full general Assembly, and not have 
their own separate program and meetings run 
parallel. They want to be in on all of it all the 
way!” 


What LWS Expresses 


Another Department inaugurated by the 
Lutheran World Federation was the Depart- 
ment of Lutheran World Service. The NLC 
News Bureau reports concerning it: 

“The proposal to create LWS was presented to 
the Assembly by Dr. Paul C. Empie, NLC executive 
director. Urging approval, Dr. Empie declared 
that ‘No Lutheran Church should ever lose sight of 
the fact that it is a part of a global, international 
fellowship which is tied together by bonds of ‘com- 
mon confession, by powerful spiritual traditions, 
and by deep convictions. 

“‘Yhis world Lutheran Church,’ he reminded 
the Assembly, ‘knows no distinction of race, or 
color, or language. Its members live in every part 
of the world, and refuse to be separated by social 
or political barriers. Surely it is plain to every- 
one that the international character of the Lutheran 
Church places upon it global responsibilities. In 
fulfilling these responsibilities, there is no channel 
but that of cooperation’.” (The National Lutheran, 
Sept.-Oct., 1952, p. 10-12.) 


Turning again to the proposal that the 
Missouri Synod join the Lutheran World 
Federation, we wonder if that would mean 
helping along with its Department of Lu- 
theran World Service. Then would the Mis- 
sourl Synod tell the LWF frankly that it is 
not tied to the LWF with “bonds of common 
confession,” but believes that the LWF har- 
bors false teachers? If it would say that, it 
would not be well received. The LWF tells 
us it does not like that attitude. If the Mis- 
souri Synod would not speak up thus, it would 
be neither fair nor honest to the LWF. And 
if the Missouri Synod would work with Lu- 
theran World Service on the assumption that 
“bonds of common confession” tie it to the 
Lutheran World Federation, it would be 
neither fair nor honest to those in her own 
midst who trust her to maintain Bible Doc- 
trine and reject all false doctrine. A good 
text on this subject is Rom. 16:17, 18. 


World Conference on Faith and Order 


The Third World Conference on Faith and 


Order was held at Lund, Sweden, this past 
August. 


“The Lund Conference .. . devoted its time to 
a discussion of unity. Dr. Winfred E. Garrison, an 
American delegate to Lund, described the confer- 
ence as having advanced the church another step 
on the road to unity. 

“He stated that published reports and a first 
glance at the Conference may seem to prove the 
contrary. “There has been no dramatic closing of 
the old chasms which separate the various com- 
munions. ... It would be hard to put a finger on 
even one former disagreement that has been turned 


into an agreement. ... Nor has there been any 
“giving up” by any communion of anything which 
it had previously held as essential to Christian 
faith or to the true conception of the church,’ Dr. 
Garrison reported. : ; 

“The progress toward unity consisted in a 
gradual change in the climate, the mood, and the 
temper in which discussion is carried on and in 
which even disagreements are stated, according to 
Dr. Garrison.” (Lutheran Standard, Sept. 20, 1952, 
p. ll 

Dr. W. A. Vissert ’t Hooft, General Secre- 
tary of the World Council of Churches, made 
a speech which included the following 
sentiment: 

“On the other hand, to talk as if we lived still 
in an era of complete denominational isolationism, 
is to forget that in our day for large numbers of 
Christians something of the reality of the Church 
Universal has become manifest as the Churches 
have spoken, acted, and lived together.” (Ibid.) 

The Conference approved the theme for 
the second assembly of the World Council of 
Churches, to be held at Evanston, Illinois, in 
1954. The theme will be: “Our Oneness In 
Christ and Our Disunity as Churches.” 


Impressions of Lund, 1952 


Impressions of the Faith and Order meet- 
ing at Lund are given by Dr. Leonhard Lud- 
wig, one of the American Lutheran Church’s 
two representatives at the meeting, in an 
article in the Lutheran Standard, (Sept. 27, 
1952, p. 6-8) whose Editor prefaces: 


“In this account of the meeting at Lund, Dr. 
Ludwig makes it plain that he thinks it is high 
time for all the Lutherans in America to get to- 
gether also that the American Lutheran 
Church should stay in the World Council of 
Churches and make its due contribution to the 
growing ecumenical (world-wide) movement of 
the Churches.” 


Dr. Ludwig, in the course of his article, 
quotes the following from a speech by Dr. W. 
A. Vissert ’t Hooft: 


«|, Faith and Order has undertaken the 
hardest of all ecumenical tasks, to show the way 
that leads beyond mere cooperation or beyond the 
present imperfect ecumenical pattern, to a true 
unity which will make it clear to the whole world 
that, as there can be only one Body of Christ, so 
there is only one body which is the Church of 
His people.” 


‘Dare We be Represented?” 


Dr. Ludwig asks that question of the 
American Lutheran Church. He continues: 


“Isn’t it rank ‘unionism’ to be represented at 
a conference like that on Faith and Order? Should 
not the American Lutheran Church for conscience 
sake break off further contact, and then of necessity 
also drop membership in the World Council of 
Churches, since this is all of one cloth? 

“With a good measure of personal inhibition to 
overcome, this reporter has been driven to the con- 
clusion that, if the American Lutheran Church is 
in the ecumenical movement with open eyes, with 
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resolute will that can say ‘no’ as well as ‘yes,’ with 


a passion to witness to the truth as it is in Christ, 
it not only need not become guilty of unscriptural 
‘unionism,’ but it can make a much-needed con- 
tribution to a movement which is gathering 
strength, and the reactions from which we cannot 
escape even if we would. Let me explain a bit. 

“Participation will mean that the representa- 
tives of our Church will be in situations of joint 
prayer and of joint worship and the offer of joint 
Communion with those who have not been recog- 
nized as in full fellowship with us. What of it? 
The individual representative shares in or dis- 
sociates himself from what is offered according to 
the measure of agreement he finds with this prayer 
or this service. The Church is safeguarded by the 
fact that it is constitutionally recognized that there 
are differences in matters of conscience, that unity 
of faith is being striven for under guidance of the 
Holy Spirit, that the Church has the right to 
protest and even to withdraw when conscience 1s 
violated. Let us regard these forums as ‘free con- 
ferences,’ to which we go with our witness. 

“But alertness will be required. Ever and 
again those will become strongly vocal who cannot 
wait for the Spirit of God to work inner unity but 
drive for any kind of external union. The. courage 
of the confessor is needed who, if need be, will 
also maintain an unpopular position.” 


Note the guiding principle propounded 
here. The representative to the meeting 
where Scriptural and un-Scriptural elements 
are mixed will participate in the worship 
“according to the measure of agreement he 
finds.” We shall have more to say about this 
new fad among Lutherans, to deal with and 
to be satisfied with a “measure of agree- 
ment.” Whose measure? See Prov. 3:5; 
Rev. 22:18, 19. 

The Lutheran Herald (Sept. 30, 1952, 
p. 891) calls up this same concept of relative 
degrees of unity or agreement, speaking of 
Lutheran union in the United States. It says: 


“We ask in all seriousness: Do not those 
merger movements seem to have established a pat- 
tern one which has won the approbation of Amer- 
ican Lutherans? Two or more bodies find them- 
selves in such intimate fellowship, with so high a 
degree of unity, that it seems perfectly logical that 
they shall give up their separate identities and 
become one. It that bad? On the contrary, it has 
for a generation been generally acclaimed.” 


This alluring idea of partial fellowship on 
the basis of partial agreement in doctrine has 
long been accepted in the American Lutheran 
Church. The ALC convention in 1948 ac- 
cepted this principle as correct. Then the 
Lutheran Witness (Nov. 30, 1948, p. 391) 
sowed the seed of this idea within the Mis- 
souri Synod by printing an article which said 
of the ALC resolutions: “. .. The third para- 
graph will bear reprinting because of the 
important principle brought out in its closing 
words: ‘That we continue a Committee on 
Fellowship to be appointed by the President 
of the Church to negotiate with a Committee 


on Doctrinal Unity of The Lutheran Church— 
Missouri Synod, toward the establishment of 
pulpit and altar fellowship or of fellowship 
commensurate with the existing degree of 
unity’.” (Italics in the Lutheran Witness.) 
Important principle? Important to whom? 
Certainly not to a church body which firmly 
believes in the Brief Statement of the Doc- 
trinal Position of the Missouri Synod, espe- 
cially paragraphs 28, 29, and 44. 

When we evaluate articles of agreement 
with the ALC, such as the paragraph on 
fellowship in Art. IX of the Common Confes- 
sion, we have to remember that the ALC does 
not require complete unity for fellowship, but 
only an “existing degree of unity.” The 
perennial puzzle as to what the ALC means, 
when it says something on Christian doctrine 
and practice, perhaps finds no better solution 
than that expressed by Walther when he 
evaluated the Iowa Synod theologians as “Yes- 
and-No-Theologians.” A. V. K. 


© Review of Publications 


What Am I Saying? A Devotional Approach 
to the Apostles’ Creed. by Lily M. 
Gyldenvand. 80 pages, 542734; paper 
covers. Augsburg Publishing House. 75c. 


A simple review of the Apostles’ Creed, 
which tries to make it seriously meaningful 
for him who joins in confessing it. Confes- 
sional unity is not properly set forth when 
it is said, e.g., on page 55: “Much as true 
disciples of Christ may long for union of all 
Christendom under one ecclesiastical domin- 
ion, it is doubtful if it is possible or even 
desirable . . . God’s harp is so overwhelm- 
ingly rich in tones. We do not all get the 
same pitch, but when all begin to sing, each 
from the pitch he caught, the voices are 
always united in sweet harmony,” etc. The 
Church is a monarchy under Christ, and 
this fact is to be demonstrated in the confes- 
sion of churches. God’s Word gives forth 
no uncertain sound; if all would follow it, 
churches would be truly united in their con- 
fession. Confessional agreement on the 
basis of all of God’s Word is the kind of unity 
which God himself asks of us. Cp. Mt. 28, 20. 
It will be put down as an unconscious but 
most peculiar lapse when the author includes 
“the Holy Trinity, the angels,” etc. among 
the members of the one universal Church. 
(P. 52.) Christ is “the head of the body, the 
Church,” Col. 1, 18; its members are the 
saints on earth and in heaven. While the 
author goes through the rest of the Creed, 
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line for line, she omits entirely Christ’s 
descent into hell. 

The general drift of the book will be seen 
from its closing words: ‘T can never be dull 
or apathetic as I make such a confession. I 
must be alert and vitally conscious of every 
word, for I know what 1 am saying.” 


” * 


This Do Ye Often. P. E. Kretzmann. 76 
pages, 4)x6}. Order from Northwestern 
Publishing House. 65c per copy. 

Sixteen meditations setting forth the doc- 
trinal basis for a more frequent attendance 
at the Lord’s Table. 


P. H. B. 
% 8 co os 


The Devotional Catechism. Luther’s Small 
Catechism in Meditations and Prayers by 
Peter C. Krey, Northwestern Publishing 
House, 3616 West North Ave., Milwaukee 
8, Wisconsin. Price $1.75; 2 to 4 copies 
$1.57; 5 or more copies $1.05. 

For “reciting the Catechism” our fore- 
fathers liked to use the expression “praying 
the Catechism.” Ahlfeld in his sermons on 
the Catechism remarks that Luther’s Small 
Catechism, this gem of the Lutheran Church, 
beside other merits, has also this advantage 
that it can be prayed. Even the Ten Com- 
mandments can be turned into prayer by 
Christians. It was therefore a fortunate idea 
of Rev. Krey, pastor of the Wisconsin Synod, 
to write this Devotional Catechism. 

In 61 brief meditations the whole Cate- 
chism is treated, two pages being reserved 
for each devotion. On the left side a sum- 
mary of the true meaning of a commandment 
or of other parts of the Catechism is given; 
on the right side a short prayer and an 
appropriate hymn verse to be used with the 
Lord’s Prayer are offered. 

Books like this are not meant to be read 
once and then laid aside, but they should be 
read again and again. Even for family wor- 
ship they may profitably be used repeatedly. 
To devote two months of a year to revive 
Luther’s Small Catechism in our minds, per- 
haps during the Trinity season, would offer 
a wholesome change in our daily devotion. 
The booklet may also be used as a gift for 
confirmands or young married couples, or it 
may serve as a missionary for friends or 
relatives who are not yet acquainted with the 
doctrine and practice of the Lutheran 
Church, 

The phrase “life flees from Him,” p. 48, is 
evidently a typographical error and should 
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read “life flows from Him.” :: Likewise ‘‘pleas- 
ure” on p. 80 should read ‘“‘pleasures.” 

The reviewer enjoyed reading this book, 
and wishes it a wide circulation. 


J. B. 
a % 2 Ba 
The New Bible: Revised Standard Version. 
Why Christians Should Not Accept It. 
By Carl McIntire, President of the Inter- 
national Council of Christian Churches 
and pastor of the Bible Presbyterian 
Church, Collingswood, N. J. 24 pages, 
8!x4 in. Order from Christian Beacon. 
Dept. NB, Collingswood 7, N, J. 10 cents 
each; $1.25 per doz.; 100 for $7.50. | 
In this brochure we have a brief:but con 
vincing testimony against the Revised Stand 


and copyrighted by the modernistic:.Nation 


ear ee a—e 


ard Version of the Holy modernistig Nations 


Council of Churches and presented. to thr | 


public with much fanfare on September 3 
at a great initial expense on the,investme 
by its promoters. Dr. McIntire’ points ov 
that among the members of the committe 
responsible for this Bible of the NCCC ther’ 
is not one who would be considered 
fundamentalist or evangelical in the histor? 
sense of the word; that four of them are ¢ 
Union Theological Seminary, New Yor 
City, hotbed of modernism and _socialisr’ 
three of Yale Divinity School, a center }; 
socialism and modernism. One of them h) 
been named on 15 Communist or Communit 
front organizations. Among other things tl! 
author shows how the NCCC translators ha’ 
consistently removed or toned down ref¢® 
ences to Christ’s deity in key passages revel” 
ing this doctrine. Not underestimating t” 
impact which this Bible of the moderni? 
will make because of the forces behind it, I 
McIntire laments the fact that also the As)!: 
ciation of Lutheran Editors (a unionistic 6” 
lowship for whom “unity” of that sort le 
become an actuality — Lutheran Standa? 
Oct. 18, 1952, p. 9) has recommended ti 
the new Bible be used in the Sunday Schi 
materials of all Lutheran Churches in »}? 
United States. We may add that the Lutheib® 
Witness staff, identified with that associatia” 
is represented by its resolutions. ‘Io 
should hardly seem surprising in view of hi 
good word which the Lutheran Witness put! 
even for that gate of hell, Commur/! 
atheistic Russia, in its issue of Sept. 11, 1st, 
(p. 298). 45 
We recommend a wide distribution of | 
inexpensive and timely brochure. rps 


P. H. B. 
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@ Ministerial Training This is illustrated by what has developed in 
many of the liberalistic Protestant churches. 
At first their theological seminaries went 
liberal, then in course of time their pastors, 
and in a generation or two their congrega- 


The divinely ordained ministry of the 
Word is ordinarily the most significant fac- 
tor in the evangelical functioning of the 


Church. As goes the ministry, so goes the tions had yielded to the pressure of modern- 
Church. But it is also generally true that j; 


ism ... . The Church must, therefore, al- 
as goes ministerial training, so goes the ways keep a watchful eye upon its theo- 
ministry of the Word. All stages in the edu- jogical seminary . . . . As goes its theology, 
cational program of the Church are signifi- oo goes the Church. 
cant; none can be neglected with impunity. 
What happens at the theological seminary, JOHN R. Lavi, 
however, must be recognized as of prime 
importance. That will under God, in a signi- The Christian Church in a 
ficant degree, determine what is going to Secularized World, 
happen all along the line in the near future. pp. 114-116. 
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® Dr. Theo. 
Antichrist 


“Another objection which some think 
should convince particularly Lutherans who 
emphasize the sola Scriptura, is this: The 
teaching that the Pope is the Antichrist does 
not rest on a clear word of Scripture; it is 
only a deduction. It is not a new objection. 
Kighty years ago so much emphasis was given 
to it that Lehre und Wehre in 1867 referred 
to it at length. The Bible does not say: The 
Pope is the Antichrist. But the Bible does 
not say in so many words: Christ’s body is 
present in the Sacrament and is received by 
the communicants. The Bible does not say 
in so many words that infants must be bap- 
tized. These doctrines are deductions. But 
Christ Himself makes such deductions; from 


Hoyer on the Papal 


the fact that God is called the God of Abra- 
ham and Isaac and Jacob, He draws the con- 
clusion that these patriarchs must be living. 
If a deduction is a right deduction, if it is 
drawn from the Word of God, it is correct, 
and it stands; there can be no objection to it. 
Nor is it a valid objection to say: The state- 
ment that the Pope is the Antichrist rests not 
on Scripture alone, but on Scripture and a 
historical judgment; therefore it rests partly 
on a human opinion. Our fathers have right- 
ly adduced the parallel in Christ’s own life. 
That Jesus of Nazareth was the promised 
Christ was for the Jews of His time such a 
historical question; but comparing prophecy 
with the words and works of Christ, they 
could with perfect certainty draw the con- 
clusion that Jesus was the Christ, the prom- 
ised Messiah. So here, comparing prophecy 
with the words and works of the Papacy, we 
can with perfect certainty draw the conclu- 
sion that the Papacy is the Antichrist. This 
teaching rests on Scrivture, and not on hu- 
man opinion, but on the facts of history.” 

“Our conclusion remains: The Panacy is 
the Antichrist. The prophecy of St. Paul in 
II Thess., of Daniel, of various places in Re- 
velation, is fulfilled in the Papacy and only 
in the Papacy.” .... 

“With those who like to sneer at this con- 
fession the error lies deeper. The rule is 
that they themselves hold papistic teachings, 
papal ideas of the Church and the ministry, 
or even that man must do his part to be saved; 
therefore they do not realize the danger that 
threatens from Rome, nor can they warn 
against it. Today a great part of Protestant- 
ism has given up the article of justification, 
preaching more or less crassly the way of 
works and so deserting to the Papacy. Again 
in the matter of church government much 
of Protestantism has deserted to the Roman 
camp, giving the rule in the Church to the 
State, to more or less political consistories, 
to the preachers, etc., giving up the article 
of Christian liberty. Or the refusal to accept 
this article has its reason in the unionism 
and indifference of our days.” .... 

“Antichrist must be revealed before the 
end of the world; if the Papacy is not the Anti- 
christ, the end cannot yet be impending. The 
teaching of this article is necessary and use- 
ful because it is a needed admonition against 
the leaven of the Panacy which has entered 
so many Protestant churches.” 

(The Abiding Word, Vol. II, pp. 763-764; 
765-766: Essay on ‘The Papacy” by Dr. Th. 
Hoyer, Texas District, 1946. 
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® Chiliasm or Millennialism 
By Dr. P. E. Kretzmann 


Chiliasm , or Millennialism, is that pecu- 
liar doctrine which expects an era of tem- 
poral bliss on earth, with an earthly kingdom 
for all believers, Christ being the King, while 
Satan and all forces of evil are removed from 
the earth for the time being. All this is sup- 
posed to take place before the Day of Judg- 
ment and to last for one thousand years ac- 
cording to human reckoning. Hence the 
name Millennialism, or Chiliasm, from the 
“thousand years” spoken of in this chapter. 

The doctrines of Chiliasm have been held 
by certain enthusiasts almost since the found- 
ing of the Church, and there are almost as 
many different forms of Chiliasm as there 
are exponents of the theories. For our pur- 
poses, however, it will suffice to divide the 
Chiliast into two divisions. To the first group 
belong those Chiliasts that hold the extreme 
views. They do not believe that the Pope is 
the Antichrist, but hold that the coming of 
Antichrist is yet to be expected. At the end 
of the time which is alloted to Antichrist, 
these enthusiasts believe that Christ will come 
visibly and in glory with all the heavenly 
hosts, judge Antichrist and his false prophet, 
and condemn them to the torments of hell. 
At the same time, so they say, Satan will be 
taken and bound for a thousand years, to be 
kept absolutely under lock and key until his 
release. Thrones will also be placed on earth 
for the resurrection apostles, who will then 
pronounce judgment and decide which of the 
believers may arise in the first physical re- 
surrection; and those that are found worthy 
will be raised from the dead and receive 
spiritual bodies, while the other dead will be 
obliged to remain in their graves. The be- 
lievers will then, as priests of God, reign in 
the world and cause all the people of the 
earth to acknowledge Christ as Lord. Sin 
will have lost its power. And the center of 
this wonderful kingdom will be the land of 
Canaan with the rebuilt city of Jerusalem, 
where Christ will reign as visible King. But 
after a thousand years, so the Chiliasts dream, 
Satan will be loosed from his prison to sum- 
mon all the heathen that are still uncon- 
verted to fight against Jerusalem. And then, 
when the danger is at its greatest height, 
Christ, who meanwhile had returned to 
heaven, will come back for the final Judge- 
ment. That is the dream of the Chiliasts. 

Other Millennialists hold modified views 
along the same lines, not insisting quite so 


strongly on the material side of the kingdom 
nor on the physical presence of Christ. They 
merely dream of a time when the Christian 
Church and the Christian religion will domi- 
nate the world, when the Sermon on the 
Mount and the Ten Commandments will be 
the laws of the world, when all men will bow 
under the Cross of Christ, when courts of 
arbitration will render wars obsolete, and 
when everything will be peace and harmony. 
These dreams have been rather rudely jarred 
in the lasts few years, and they are destined 
to be jarred very much more, since such 
views are altogether at variance with Scrip- 
tures. 

Chiliasm in every form is wrong and 
therefore, incidentally, very dangerous. In 
the first place, as we have seen above, there 
is nothing in the text to justify or substan- 
tiate the dreams and claims of the Millen- 
nialists. In the second place, the Bible in 
numerous passages, in passages, moreover, 
which are not in figurative and prophetic 
language, tells us that there will be but one 
return of Christ, namely, to judge the quick 
and the dead, all of whom will have to appear 
before Him at the same time. Furthermore, 
the Bible throughout plainly and unmistak- 
ably tells us that the Church of Christ here 
on earth will be a Church Militant until the 
end, until the great Day of Judgment and 
that persecution and distress and enmity will 
be its lot until the final day of salvation, Acts 
1, 22; Luke 9, 23; 2 Tim. 3, 12; Matt. 24. And, 
finally, the Bible teaches the suddenness and 
the unexpectedness of Christ’s return to 
Judgment, not preceded by a thousand glor- 
ious years of a visible reign here on earth, 
Mark 138, 35-387; Matt. 24, 44-51. 

We shall, therefore, continue to believe 
and confess what we have stated in the Augs- 
burg Confession: “Also they teach that, at 
the consummation of the world, Christ shall 
appear for Judgment, and shall raise up all 
the dead. He shall give to the godly and 
elect eternal life and everlasting joys, but 
ungodly men and the devils He shall condemn 
to be tormented without end.” 

“They condemn the Anabaptists, who 
think that there will be an end to the punish- 
ments of condemned men and devils. They 
condemn also others, who are now spread- 
ing certain Jewish opinions, that before the 
resurrection of the dead the godly shall take 
possession of the kingdom of the world, the 
ungodly being everywhere suppressed.” 

(Cone. Trigl., 51; Syn. Ber., Southern 
Dist,. 1918; Engl. Dist., 1857; Ebeling, Gottes 
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Wort, der Christen Hoffnung und der Welt 
Traeume; Schumm, Essay on Rev. 20.) 

Popular Commentary, New Testament, 
Vol. II, p. 650. 


© “The Scripture Cannot Be Broken” 
— John 10, 35 


(Editorial Note: Under the heading “An 
Old and Vain Strategem” we have already 
cited some comment on this vital passage of 
Holy Scripture by Dr. E. W. Hengstenberg. 
We here wish to quote that noted commen- 
tator somewhat more fully. The fact that 
this important proof-text, of which the Luth- 
eran Church-Missouri Synod makes so much 
in its Brief Statement of its doctrinal posi- 
tion, is conveniently omitted in the Common 
Confession, is one of the significant facts 
about the latter document, which we reject. 
In our confession we continue, and shall con- 
tinue, to stand where Christ our Lord stood 
when He first spoke the words of John 10,35. 
—P.H.B.) 


“To break here is equivalent to making 
of none effect in Mt. 15,6, to invalidate. Scrip- 
ture is annulled when one by word or by 
deed declares that which is contained in it 
to be without authority. Cp. John 5,18; 7,23; 
Mt. 5,19.” 

“Mt. 5,18 is essentially parallel. ‘Verily 
I say unto you, Till heaven and earth pass, 
one jot or one tittle shall in no wise pass from 
the law, till all be fulfilled.’ The law in the 
narrower sense is there first of all spoken 
of. But Jesus has, as concerns its uncondi- 
tioned normative significance, already made 
all of the rest of Scripture equal to it in v. 34 
by adducing the Psalms under the name of 
the Law. Also Mt. 22,43 is essentially paral- 
lel: ‘How then doth David in spirit call Him 
Lord?’ For the inspiration which Jesus there 
attributes to the Psalms and thus to the Holy 
Scriptures in general (for that the Psalms 
come into consideration only as part of the 
whole is shown by every ‘It is written’ of the 
Lord) has this cannot-be-broken as an im- 
mediate consequence.” 

“It may be urged that minor infractions 
in purely external things are to be excluded 
by this ‘Scripture cannot be broken.’ But 
it is indeed not ‘isolated geographical and 
chronological issues that are at stake in the 
conflict of the ages. These are only pushed 
into the foreground in order to prepare a 
place of free play for dissent in more impor- 
tant matters. But he Lord forbids dissent 
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here as decidedly as this is at all possible. 
He appeals to the inviolability of Scripture 
not in a fundamental and essential doctrine, 
but in a secondary matter, with reference to 
a mere manner of expression, namely, that 
God Himself in Psalm 82 in an improper 
sense of the word calls men who are in posi- 
tions of authority ‘gods’ because of their 
divine functions as those to whom His ‘word,’ 
His mandate had come, Rom. 13,1.” 

“. .. That this the-Scripture-cannot-be- 
broken has inspiration for its presupposition 
is clear to everyone who wants to see.” 


® That Which Is Necessarily Joined 
With the Church Is Not the Church 
Itself 


The peculiar notion that Christ, the Means 
of Grace, the Office of the Ministry, etc., are 
to be regarded as constituent parts of the es- 
sence of the Church, is, according to Dr. Wal- 
ther, due to the fact that men regard that 
which is necessarily joined with the Church 
as being the Church itself. Against this error 
“so widely held in our day” Dr. Walther 
quotes a fine testimony of faith from the 
Mecklenburgische Theol. Zeitschrift in Lehre 
und Wehre, IX,1863, p. 284 as follows: 

“That which cannot be separated from the 
Church, that without which the Church cannot 
exist, that which therefore of necessity be- 
longs to the Church in this or that sense, cer- 
tainly does not enter into the Lutheran con- 
ception of the Church as such, does not be- 
long to that which as such constitutes the 
Church, the Communion of Saints, Christen- 
dom. Man cannot live without air and with- 
out daily bread. But air and daily bread cer- 
tainly do not belong to the idea of man. Man- 
kind cannot be without the earth, in which 
it lives, or without the heaven, which arches 
over it, or without the sun, which rises above 
it, giving life and warmth. The idea of man- 
kind is nevertheless distinct from all this, it 
does not coincide with the idea of the uni- 
verse. Christ, the head of the Church, is in- 
separable from the Church which is His body. 
The existence of the Church would be de- 
stroyed by a separation from its head, from © 
the Lord, indwelling and operating in it 
through the Sacraments. But Christ does not 
belong into the idea of the Church, which is 
the body of Christ precisely distinct from the 
head. The same is true of the means of 
grace, of the Word and the Sacraments. 
Through them the Church receives its life 
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from the head. Without them it lacks the 
ground of its existence. Nevertheless they 
do not belong within the compass of the 
Lutheran conception of the Church. Insepar- 
able from it, they are nevertheless distinct 
from it. The means of grace have been given 
by the Lord to the Church. The Church has 
them, uses them, lives through them. In 
the Church they are administered in the serv- 
ice of the Lord, so that the work of the Lord 
to increase and consummate the Church al- 
ways continues. But they are not in any man- 
ner the Church itself. The rightly adminis- 
tered means of grace are therefore desig- 
nated as ‘marks’ of the true Church. They 
are not called such because therein, as it 
were a part of the Church protrudes into 
visibility, but because according to the Word 
of God it is certain to faith, that there where 
the means of grace are rightly administered, 
they do not remain without fruit. In Luth- 
eran teaching the two questions: What is the 
Church? and: Who belongs to the Church? 
are not to be differentiated: for the Church 
is the communion of believers.” 

Our Brief Statement rejecting the error 
here rightly repudiated by Dr. Walther says: 
“In our day some Lutherans speak of two 
sides of the Church, taking the means of 
grace to be its ‘visible side.’ It is true, the 
means of grace are necessarily related to the 
Church, seeing that the Church is created and 
preserved through them. But the means of 
grace are not for that reason a part of the 
Church; for the Church in the proper sense 
of the word consists only of believers, Eph. 
2,19.20; Acts 5,14.” (Par. 25.) 

Of this error the Presidium and the whole 
St. Louis Faculty now state: “The Visible 
Side of the Church. We agree with the essay 
that this is matter of terminology. There is 
no false doctrine implied.” (ACDP report, 
p. 38.) 

Contrary to the above, there is false teach- 
ing inherent in the terminology of those who 
speak of the means of grace as “the visible 
side of the Church.” With the Brief State- 
ment we reject such a false notion and insist 
that whoever wishes to be united with us in 
true confessional fellowship agree with us 
in our simple and clear confession of the truth 
as stated above and lest he abet the notion 
that the Christian Church in the proper sense 
of the term is an external institution, restrict 
himself, with the Lutheran Church (Apology 
of the Augsburg Confession VII and VIII) 
and the Missouri Synod, to speak of the means 
of grace merely as the marks of the Church, 


which will always remain invisible in this 
life. That is the purpose of Section 25 of the 
Brief Statement of the Doctrinal Position of 
The Lutheran Church — Missouri Synod, and 
there we shall continue to stand, rejecting 
everything contrary to this Scriptural confes- 
sion. Dz 


© Loche’s Conception of the Chureh 
and the Ministry 


Soon after the founding fathers of the 
Missouri Synod had emerged from their own 
birth throes and only through the most pain- 
ful experiences become clear in regard to the 
doctrine of the Church and the Ministry, they 
became involved in a public controversy with 
Grabau, founder of the Buffalo Synod. In 
this controversy Loehe of Neuendettelsau, 
Germany, sought to take a mediating posi- 
tion. Loehe believed in a strong church gov- 
ernment to lead Christians in the right direc- 
tion and had no confidence in Christians be- 
ing led solely by the Word of God and the 
law of Christian love. 

At the Milwaukee convention in 1851 the 
Missouri Synod decided to send Walther and 
Wynecken to Germany to confer with Loehe 
and if possible to remove the differences 
which had arisen between them in the doc- 
trine of the Church and of the Ministry. The 
immediate cause of this decision was the pub- 
lication of Loehe’s Aphorismen weber die new- 
testamentlichen Aemter und ihr Verhaeltnis 
zur Gemeinde in 1849. 

The peculiar conception of Loehe con- 
cerning the Church was laid down in his ex- 
pression “the Church is visible and invisible 
at the same time.” (Loehe, Kirche und Amt 
[1851], p. 11.) 

Loehe held that the “invisible and visible 
Church are one,” that they are ‘not two 
churches separate from each other,” but “one 
and the same, differing only in some respect.” 
(Kirche und Amt. v.1.) That which we gen- 
erally call the visible Church does not coin- 
cide (ist nicht congruent) with the invisible 
Church. Man’s relationship with the Church 
is conditioned by his relation to Christ. Ac- 
cording to Loehe, ‘‘whoever is not His does 
not belong to His own. This is true, not only 
regarding the invisible Church, but also of 
the visible Church in so far as it is a true 
corporealness (Leiblichkeit) of the invisible 
Chureh and is with it one Church.” (P.5.) 
Loehe denied that unbelievers and hypocrites 
are members even of the visible Church, for 
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to him “the true corporealness of the invisible 
Church lies hidden under the so-called visible 
Church.” (P. 5, footnote.) No one can there- 
fore with certainty recognize who belongs to 
Christ and is truly a member of His body. 

Loehe compared the distinction between 
the invisible and the visible Church with that 
of the soul and body in man. In fact, he 
regarded the invisible Church as the soul of 
the visible Church. “The soul is the life of 
the body. The invisible Church is the soul 
of the visible as its corporealness. Therefore 
the invisible Church is and remains the chief 
thing . . . Belief in it is the great comfort 
of the pious in the midst of the defects and 
faults of the visible Church; nevertheless it 
remains true also in regard to the Church 
that corporealness is a consummation of the 
ways of God.” (P. 6-7.) 

Order is necessary and indispensable for 
the spiritual-corporeal life of the Christ; the 
order of salvation for the invisible Church, 
church order for the visible Church. Loehe 
says: “As the soul is more than the body, 
the invisible Church more than the visible; 
so also the order of salvation is more than 
the church order. The body serves the soul, 
the visible the invisible; thus likewise the 
church order also serves the order of salva- 
tion; the latter is the mistress, the former the 
cheerful maid. The body is the organ of the 
order of salvation, not only not in contra- 
diction with it, but wholly permeated by it, 
as the physical life ever can be permeated, 
subdued, and controlled by the spiritual. It 
is its expression and reflection. Man is spirit- 
ual-corporeal, the Church is visible and in- 
visible at the same time. Thus the inner 
life of the Church perfects itself in its exter- 
nal, corporeal life, and the more the church 
order is what it ought to be, the more it serves 
to perfect the inner life of the corporeal.” 
(P. 10-11.) 

How closely the visible and the invisible 
Church hang together is shown by the means 
of grace, which are the source and gathering- 
place both of the visible and of the invisible 
church. + They are proof that the Lord gath- 
ers, sanctifies, and perfects His invisible king- 
dom through visible means and in a corporeal 
manner. (P. 20.) With the means of grace 
God has also instituted the Office of the 
Ministry. Both are inseparably bestowed and 
united with each other. According to Loehe, 
the Office of the Ministry stands with the 
means of grace on the threshold between the 
visible and the invisible Church and with them 
it cements the order of salvation and the 
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church order. The Office of the Ministry 
is itself a church order, but one necessary for 
the visible Church. It is willed and enjoined 
by God and is of extreme importance for the 
gathering, preservation, and consummation 
not only of the visible but also of the invisible 
Church. (P. 22.) 

A congregation ordinarily consists not 
only of those who do not have the Office 
(the laity) but also of those who have the 
Office (the ministerium). Only through con- 
joining both into one whole does a congre- 
gation become that through which God trans- 
mits the Office to others. (P. 52.) A con- 
gregation should therefore never regard it- 
self as a complete whole, for only by drawing 
in an orthodox ministry does it constitute a 
whole which can call and ordain. (P.72.) A 
congregation therefore becomes a congrega- 
tion only in conjunction with the minister- 
jum. (P. 73.) 

Loehe’s peculiar doctrine of the Ministry 
is laid down in his Aphorismen ueber die neu- 
testamentlichen Aemter und ihr Verhaeltnis 
zur Gemeinde. This was the publication that 
caused Walther to rush over to Germany. 

Loehe says: ‘‘The Office does not spring 
from the congregation, but it is more correct 
to say that the congregation comes from the 
office.” (Aphorismen, p. 12.) Loehe ex- 
pressly rejected the thought that congrega- 
tions transfer their congregational rights and 
powers to individuals and thus establish the 
Office of the Ministry. “The Office stands 
and propagates itself from person to person, 
from generation to generation.” (P. 12.) 
Loehe believed in a so-called “presbyterial 
succession.” He specifically rejected the 
thought that Ordination is merely the public 
declaration and ratification of the call ex- 
tended by the congregation. He contended 
that through Ordination God imparts a par- 
ticular grace and gift to administer the Office. 
(P. 75f). 

According to Loehe, “An unqualified elec- 
tion-right on the part of a congregation is 
not only un-apostolic but also exceedingly 
dangerous; a way to drive Christ out of the 
congregation by a majority vote and to open 
door and gate to the baal of this world.” 
A congregation may express its wish and even 
offer suggestions, but the final decision must 
lie in the hands of the bishop. (P. 59.) 
When a vacancy occurs in a congregation the 
presbytery supplements itself with the assist- 
ance of the congregation. “In our day one 
dare not forget that participation of congre- 
gations in the election of presbyters in gen- 
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eral dare not be extended too far. Much less 
dare such election be left wholly in the hands 
of congregations, especially as they are now 
constituted.” (P. 135.) 

Presbyters and deacons should rule and 
order all affairs of the congregation according 
to Loehe. At times they may invite the whole 
congregation for consultation. But the con- 
gregational meeting does not make the final 
decision. That lies in the hands of the pres- 
bytery. (P. 187.) 

Loehe also held that the ministerium is the 
nucleus of a synod. The pastors assemble 
as a synod and make the decisions. The 
meetings of such are of course public, and 
congregational members may be present and 
even speak. But there should be no repre- 
sentative lay-delegates over against the pas- 
tors. Synod is not merely an advisory body, 
but decides all matters in the name of the 
congregations and no congregation has the 
right to reject its decisions. (P. 118f.) 
Synod is “above” the individuals and their 
judgments. “To disavow a synodical deci- 
sion leads to a separation from the objecting 
member either voluntarily on his part or by 
direction of synod.” (P. 138f.) 

With this conception of the Public Min- 
istry it is no wonder that Loehe disapproved 
of Missouri’s “democratic, independent, and 
congregational principles” and even spoke of 
“American mob-rule.” His false and_hier- 
archical teaching finally led to a complete 
break between him and the Missouri Synod 
and to the formation of the Iowa Synod. 

Following in the footsteps of Loehe, Iowan 
theologians taught that “the Church is visible 
and invisible at the same time” and spoke of 
the means of grace or the use of the means 
of grace as the “visible side” of the Church 
and as part of its essence. With Loehe they 
also held that a congregation could isssue a 
valid call only in conjunction with the min- 
istry, the representative of the “visible side” 
of the Church. 

Dr. Stoeckhardt rightly said that “the 
Iowan doctrine of Church and Ministry is 
papistical leaven.” (Lehre und Wehre, 1904, 
p. 494.) 

How far the Iowans originally sought to 
force the control of synod over the congre- 
gations is seen from a resolution of 1858 in 
which the Iowa Synod decided that “the pas- 
tor of such congregations as for invalid rea- 
sons, especially to save their independence, 
persistently refuse to join synod, should be 
called away as soon as he would be needed 
in a congregation belonging to synod.” (Quel- 
len und Documente, p. 160.) 


All this lies concealed in, and is safe- 
guarded by, the expression “the visible side” 
of the Church. But of this expression the 
Presidium of The Lutheran Church—Missouri 
Synod now says: ‘There is no false doctrine 
involved.” (ACDP Report, p. 38.) This is 
one of the reasons why our church is under 
the present presidium gradually dying a con- 
fessional death. 

Only a bold return, under God, to its old 
confessional position can still save our church 
from utter confessional decay. 

Dz 


A CHARACTERISTIC OF OUR AGE 
Four ages can be broadly distinguished 
in the history of the New Testament Church 
—the Age of Formation, the Age of Defor- 
mation (the dark middle age), the Age of Re- 
formation, and the Age of Misinformation, 
the age in which we are living today. De- 
ception and misrepresentation are the order 
of the day as Christ and His apostles said 
they would be. (Cp. Mt, 24, 24; II Tim. 3,18; 
Rom. 16,17f.) 
P. H. B. 


ON THE UNION FRONT 


Why Not Merge Now? 


“Why Not Merge Now?” the Rev. C. Tau- 
bert, retired, asks of the American Lutheran 
Church, the Evangelical Lutheran Church and 
the United Evangelical Lutheran Church, in 
an article in the Lutheran Standard, official 
organ of the ALC (Sept. 18, 1952, p. 8-9). 
Speaking of these three church bodies, he 
says: 

“We have spent several years in preparatory 
work, have made plans, have agreed in a general 
way on the procedure, have even satisfied our con- 
sciences that all three synods are really and truly 
Lutheran. We knew that anyway, and have known 
it for years, but we insisted on satisfying ourselves 
that the foundation of the great work is the founda- 
tion of confessional truth and agreement. Why 
should the final step not be taken? Should the 
decision be postponed?” . . 

A sentence farther down is interesting: 

“Are we perhaps waiting for Missouri, with 
whom we have certainly been most patient despite 
the disappointments in our negotiations with her?” 

The Lutheran Standard has been featur- 
ing such pleas for merger. 


The “Standard” Observes Missouri 


With regard to American Lutheran 
Church — Missouri Synod relations, the Lu- 
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theran Standard takes for granted that the 
Missouri Synod must change before negotia- 
tions with it can have success. In fact, it 
believes the Missouri Synod is changing, is 
“repenting” of its old “doctrinal formula- 
tions” and alleged deficiency in charity. 

The Editor of the Lutheran Standard 
(ALC), commenting on the article “Listen- 
ing Post” in the Lutheran Witness (Aug. 5, 
1952), reasons as follows: 


“Dr. Caemmerer lists several trends which he 
has noted in his church during the past twenty 


ars, 

“One of these trends is ‘a growing readiness 
to let the Word of God in the Bible speak.’ That 
of course, is good. But Dr. Caemmerer courage- 
ously points out that ‘certain discomforts’ develop 
in connection with this trend. ‘The restudy of the 
Scriptures,’ he writes, ‘results . . . in the discov- 
ery that our formulations of doctrine have subtly 
begun to mean something to us other than was 
their original intention. The formulations of doc- 
trine are simply vessels into which the living wa- 
ter of the Word is poured. The restudy of the 
Scriptures means that the vessel stands there, not 
just its original meaning. We can expect men and 
women to be dismayed from time to time that 
they have fondled vessels which have been getting 
empty.’ 

“THAT Is a right Christian acknowledgment! In- 
stead of gloating over it, the rest of us Lutherans 
would do well to examine our own pet vessels and 
positions in the light of a restudy of the Scriptures. 
If such a study convinces members of the Mis- 
souri Synod that in seeking to defend the truth 
— as they have formulated it — they have at times 
been unwittingly guilty of failing to bow com- 
pletely to the truth of God’s word and have, in 
their zeal for the defense of their own position, 
wounded truth’s sister charity, a study of the same 
Scriptures should convince the rest of us Lutherans 
that we stand under the same condemnation.” 


(Lutheran Standard, Sept. 6, 1952, p. 7.) 

Are we supposed to throw out the “formu- 
lations of doctrine” of Walther and Pieper, 
and accept new formulations? Whose? “Re- 
study of the Scripture” is a privilege not con- 
fined to theological liberals. Confessional 
Lutherans are also spending their life-times 
restudying the Scripture, and their studies 
incline them to prefer the old synodical 
formulations as Biblical. 

ALC thinking regarding the Missouri 
Synod is also reflected in an editorial in the 
Lutheran Standard (July 12, 1952, p. 5) as 
follows: 


. . Dr. Gerhard E. Lenski, our Washing- 
ton columnist, related how a group of Lutheran 
pastors in Washington, representing most of the 
major Lutheran Churches, made use of the public 
confessional as a means of weaving the fabric of 
fraternity. I shall not repeat the confessions made 
by representatives of our own Church, and of the 
United Lutheran Church, and of the Augustana 
Synod. Let it be noted, however, that whenever 
a great spiritual movement has taken place in the 
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history of the chureh it has begun with a cry 
out of the depths, with a confession on the part 
of a Nehemiah, a John the Bantist, a Martin Luther, 
or some other Spirit-filled child of God, ‘We have 
sinned; I and my father’s house have sinned.’ 

“To this let me add that whenever the mem- 
bers of our own Committee on Fellowship return 
from a meeting with a like committee of the United 
Lutheran Church or of the Lutheran Church — 
Missouri Synod, I get reports from them that go 
like this: ‘Our brethren in the ULCA made it 
plain that they did not want to embarrass us in 
any way by getting in the way of our negotiations 
for a merger within the American Lutheran Con- 


ference. They were most fraternal in their entire 


approach to us. . . . Our brethren in the Missouri 
Synod treated us with the utmost cordiality. 
They seemed to be thirsting for Christian fellow- 
ship. It was really touching to see their eagerness 
for further and closer contacts with us’.” 


Intuitu Fidei, 1952 Version 


The Iowa and Ohio Synods taught that 
God could not elect or predestinate a Chris- 
tian until he first brought the Christian to 
faith and kept him faithful unto death. At 
least, it was said, God had to foresee that 
the person would go through life faithful. 
Election was in view of faith (intuitu fidei in 
Latin). First came faith, then God’s election 
or predestination. This reverses the order of 
Scripture (see Eph. 1:4,5; 2 Thess. 2:13; 
Rom. 8:28-30) and removes the comfort from 
the doctrine of God’s gracious election in 
Christ. 

Dr. Wm. Emch, the Question Box Editor 
of the Lutheran Standard, official organ of 
the American Lutheran Church, in the issue 
of Sept. 6, 1952, p. 3, gets along fairly well 
with an interpretation of Matth. 22:14, until 
his very last sentence. He cannot refrain 
from closing the subject without writing: 
“God can choose as His own only those whom 
He can succeed in bringing to Christ, clothed 
in His righteousness, and keeping them faith- 
ful even unto death.” 

You see, God must first see persevering 
faith, then He can choose or elect the Chris- 
tian. It’s all in view of faith (intwitw fidei). 
There also lurks here the synergistic error 
that God cannot convert “whom he will,” 
changing their unwilling hearts into willing 
ones (Formula of Concord). Note the words, 
“only those whom He can succeed in bring- 
ing.” Theologians of the American Lutheran 
Church, following the old Iowa Synod tradi- 
tion, (contrary to 2 Cor. 4:6) do not want 
to admit that God’s grace in conversion is 
almighty. 

Incidentally, these are points of difference 
which have not been touched on in the Com- 
mon Confession. The supposition that all 
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points of controversy between the ALC and 
the Missouri Synod have been settled in the 
Common Confession is a false one. 
: Furthermore, this is another in a long 
line of proofs that the errors of old Ohio and 
Iowa persist uncorrected in large sections 
of the present ALC. A totally wrong impres- 
sion is conveyed hy statements such as: “We 
are not dealing with the Iowa Synod of 1875. 
We are trying to deal with the American Lu- 
theran Church of 1950. In dealing with Chris- 
tians we will take them at their word and 
not twist their words . . .” (Report of the 
Advisory Commitee on Doctrine and Prac- 
tice, p. 44.) We would encourage those who 
are so minded to take Dr. Emch (as Dr. Reu 
before him) at his word, just as it reads, 
Don’t try to twist those words! They will 
convince you that dealing with the American 
Lutheran Church of 1952 is not so different 
from dealing with the Iowa Synod of 1875. 
The Former Things Were Better 
A publication of the Ohio Synod’s Luth- 
eran Book Concern in 1915 was a tract en- 
titled ‘‘The Evangelical Lutheran Church the 
True Visible Church of God on Earth.” The 
meaning and application of Rom. 16:17.18 
was clearly set forth in that tract. Lutheran 
pastors are to “mark and avoid those who 
cause divisions contrary to their own doctrine, 
lest they deprive their own testimony of 
clearness and distinctness, and by careless 
fellowship silently approve false doctrines 
which pervert and darken the counsel of God, 
proclaimed by them. Ezek. 3,17-21.” (P. 6.) 
“So sure must he be of what he says, that 
he not only proclaims it as God’s truth, but 
boldly also stands up against the contrary 
in word and deed.” (P.7.) “For if they are 
sure of their own doctrines that they are 
God’s and not their own opinions, why do 
they not stand up for them against those who 
teach contrary—why do they not obey St. 
Paul who says: Mark those who cause divi- 
sions among you contrary to the doctrines 
which you have learned, and avoid them, 
Rom. 16,17. They need not be afraid that 
they thereby make divisions, for St. Paul 
clearly says in this passage, that those who 
teach contrary make the divisions, for which 
the true teachers are not accountable.” (P. 7.) 
“But here we must meet another rash con- 
clusion which is sometimes made even by 
weak Lutherans, viz.: Why then can we not 
fellowship with those churches in which we 
admit that there are Christians? .... Be- 
cause God’s Word does not allow such care- 
lessness and indifference. It says: ‘Mark 


them which cause divisions among you con- 
trary to the doctrine which ye have learned, 
and avoid them.’ We have to deal with visible 
communions (congregations and preachers ) 
who teach and defend false doctrines, and 
with such doctrines have caused the divisions 
and sects, and not with the invisible com- 
munion of saints. . . . It is in behalf of the 
saints all over the wide world, and for God’s 
glory, that we contend earnestly for the faith 
delivered to them. Jude 3.” (P. 9-10; em- 
phasis in original.) Nowadays publcations of 
the American Lutheran Church, of which the 
Ohio Synod became a part, ridicule the posi- 
tions, on Rom. 16:17,18 and church fellow- 
ship, which the Ohio Synod formerly held. 
(Cp. Confessional Lutheran, Jan., 1949, p. 8.) 

“Merge the best and submerge the rest” 
is an old slogan for quick Lutheran union. 
It is being revived again. But it seems that 
the “best” in the old Ohio Synod was sub- 
merged when it became a part of the ALC. 


Trumpetsound Movement 


Before us is the Aug.-Sept., 1952, issue of 
Trumpetsound News. It is the paper of a 
small but conservative and aggressive group 


-of Lutherans, not of the Synodical Confer- 


ence. The Editor is the Rev. Raymond B. 
Martin of Thief River Falls, Minn., where the 
Trumpetsound Institute, for the training of 
Christian workers, is being opened. The 
course of instruction includes flying for mis- 
sionaries, and the institute owns a training 
plane. 

The tenor of Trumpetsound theology is 
indicated by an article entitled, “Science 
Backs the Bible on Creation” and a lengthy 
quotation of the famous passage in Luther’s 
Commentary on Galatians, under chapt. 5, V. 
9. Unfortunately, the Trumpetsound move-’ 
ment is strongly Chiliastic or Millennialistic. 
A statement of belief is given on p. 4, as fol- 
lows: 

“Trympetsound Institute is not and never will 
be affiliated with any of the larger groups who 
compromise the Word of God. Neither can it have 
any ecclesiastical fellowship with even many of our 
so-called Lutheran grounvs today who do not honor 
the Word of God and Augsburg Confession to 
condemn false doctrine. 

“The Augsburg Confession is the denomina- 
tional constitution of the Lutheran Church. in 
affiliating with these large inclusivist organizations 
some of our leaders flagrantly break up the unity 
of our historic Lutheran Church. They transgress 
several articles including Article 1, 3, and 17. In 
doing so they become in unity with enemies of the 
Cross, false apostles, and those who pervert the 
whole Kingdom of God teaching and are willingly 
or ignorantly creating a monster, an ‘ecclesiocto- 
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pus’ that shall destroy Faith. Such leaders should 
detach from themselves the name ‘Lutheran’ or 
‘Christian’ and add another more fitting, ‘Religious 


socialist’.” 
A. V. K. 


@ Review of Publications 


Report of the Thirty-Fifth Regular Conven- 
tion of the Norwegian Synod of the Amer- 
ican Ev. Lutheran Church. Held at Beth- 
any Lutheran College, Mankato, Minne- 
sota, June 24-29, 1952. 92 pages and 
paper cover, 514x842 in. Order from The 
Lutheran Synod Book Co., Bethany Lu- 
theran College, Mankato, Minn. 


This is the report of the most recent 
convention of our Norwegian Synod breth- 
ren within the Synodical Conference. From 
the President’s Message we may quote the 
following: “Dr. Sihler said to the delegates 
assembled in Fort Wayne in 1871 (taking the 
preliminary steps for the organization of the 
Synodical Conference, which took place the 
following year): ‘A right confession to the 
symbols , according to the sound of words, 
set up in pertinent paragraphs of a constitu- 
tion, as exceedingly good and blessed as this 
is in its place, does not yet fulfill all the 
demands which we are entitled to make of a 
synod in order to recognize it as a truly con- 
fessional and orthodox Lutheran body. The 
(true) confession of a church must not be 
a bare and empty formula in the structure 
of a paragraph of a constitution, neither must 
it be a dead letter written on paper under the 
heading of “doctrinal basis,’ under which 
nevertheless false doctrine and all manner 
of abuses have free course in spite of the 
confession, yes, even entirely gain supremacy 
in the church, as happened in Germany in 
the time of rationalism. But the (true) con- 
fession will much more be a power in the 
church, guarding over all church life and 
practice, regulating it and permeating it as 
a leaven so that the doctrine and discipline 
which is proclaimed and exercised is the liv- 
ing expression of the confession.’ Later he 
says: ‘When the formal confesssion is not 
taken seriously, then it is not only of no 
value but may even be misused for a protec- 
tion and a cover when justified charges are 
made.’ In perfect conformity with this ex- 
cellent expression which was subscribed to 
by all delegates and synods forming the Syno- 
dical Conference in 1872, is paragraph 29 of 
the Brief Statement of 1932 which reads: 
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“ ‘The orthodox character of a church is estab- 
lished not by its mere name nor by its out- 
ward acceptance of, and subscription to, an 
orthodox creed, but by the doctrine which is 
actually taught in its pulpits, in its theological 
seminaries, and in its publications. On the 
other hand a church does not forfeit its ortho- 
dox character through the casual intrusion of 
errors, provided these are combated and 
eventually removed by means of doctrinal 
discipline, Acts 20, 30: I Tim. 1,3. This is 
a principle which surely must be adhered to if 
subscription to a confession is not to become 
a cold, formal, and empty gesture with no 
meaning or life or force in it. As long as 
a church body faithfully adheres to this prin- 
ciple and acts according to it, so long does 
that body maintain its orthodox character, 
and we can feel free to exercise fellowship 
with it along synodical lines. In other words 
we can freely exchange pulpits, transfer mem- 
bers, and have communion fellowship with 
members of such a body without investigat- 
ing each individual case. For we can have 
the confidence that, if there are divergen- 
cies arising, these will he dealt with and cor- 


‘rected without any protracted delay. But if 


doctrinal discipline is no longer exercised in 
its theological seminaries, and in its publica- 
tions without decisive action being taken to 
remove them, then that church body has for- 
feited its orthodox character. Anyone in fel- 
lowship with such a body can only remain 
there as a protesting member and only so 
long as there is any evidence that his protest 
is being heard and heeded. When it becomes 
apparent that all attempts at enforcing doc- 
trinal discipline are vain, then the Word of 
God demands separation. Here it is not a 
matter of loyalty to synods but a matter of 
obedience to God’s Word which says to us: 
‘Now I beseech you, brethren, mark them 
which cause divisions and offenses contrary 
to the doctrine which ye have learned; and 
avoid them.’ Rom. 16,17. In this connec- 
tion we must remember the contents of the 
28th paragraph of the Brief Statement to 
which we have subscribed and which reads: 
‘Since God ordained that His Word only, with- 
out the admixture of human doctrine, be 
taught and believed in the Christian Church, 
I Pet. 4,11; John 8,31.32; I. Tim. 6.3.4, all 
Christians are required by God to discrimi- 
nate between orthodox and heterodox church- 
bodies, and, in case they have strayed into 
heterodox church-bodies, to leave them, Rom. 
16,17. We repudiate unionism, that is, 
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church-fellowship with the adherents of false 
doctrine, as disobedience to God’s command, 
as causing divisions in the Church, Rom. 16, 
17; If John 9.10, and as involving the con- 
stant danger of losing the Word of God en- 
tirely, II Tim. 2, 17-21.’ If we were to let 
down the bars on these principles, we would 
ourselves become a unionistic body which 
true Lutheran Christians would have to 
avoid.” (Pp. 9-11.) The rejection of the 
Common Confession by our Norwegian breth- 
ren and their insistent plea to Missouri to 
cease its union negotiations with the union- 
istic American Lutheran Church are reiter- 
ated. (P. 16f.) The Report contains two 
essays, one on the subject “Ask for the old 
Paths” by Rev. Chr. Anderson, and one on 
Christian Day Schools by Professor Fremder. 
The rest of the Report consists of the mis- 
cellaneous kind of business which one expects 
to find in synodical proceedings. es 


* * Ba * 


The Order of Service, by Theo. Dierks, S.T.D. 
62 pages, 514x714 in., paper covers. 
Northwestern Publishing House, Milwau- 
kee, Wis. Price: 50 cts. per copy. 


In a Foreword to this little brochure the 
proper principles regarding matters litur- 
gical are laid down on the basis of Holy 
Scripture and the testimony of the Confes- 
sions of the Lutheran Church. Its purpose 
is stated in the following words: “This study 
of the Common Order of Service has been 
prepared in order that the members of our 
congregations may learn to know the real and 
deep meaning of their liturgy and may thus 
be truly edified in the Christian faith.” A 
remarkable amount of reliable historical in- 
formation is compressed into a small com- 
pass, and a good explantion of the common 
Order of Service is given in language which 
also lay people will understand. The whole 
presentation, especially in the light of the 
background of the doctcrinal chaos which the 
current “high church” movement is causing 
in Lutheran churches today, is a good ex- 
ample of teaching the Gospel rightly (Augs- 
purg Confession, Art. VII), also in connec- 
tion with liturgical matters. It is here that 
the emphasis of this publication and its chief 
value really lie. One would have to be very 
critical even to find minor flaws in it—e.g., 
the placing of the Collect into the second part 
of the service proper (the office of the Word) 
rather than into its first part (the office 
of prayer and praise). The author and the 


publisher are to be commended on making 

this excellent material available at so low a 

price. It should enjoy wide distribution. 

P. H. B. 
aK * ae * 

Preaching to Preachers. Norman A. Madson, 
Dean, Bethany Lutheran Seminary. Lu- 
theran Synod Book Company, Bethany 
Lutheran College, Mankato, Minnesota. x 
and 208 pages, 514x8 inches. Price: $2.50. 
The reason for the title of this book is 

stated in its preface. “It is not because all 

the addresses were delivered to pastors ez- 
clusively. The first two addresses were de- 
livered to pastoral conferences, as was also 
one of the pastoral sermons. But all of the 
addresses have this in common that they were 
preached either at Synodical Conference con- 
ventions (where hundreds of pastors were 
present), at gradution exercises in our various 
theological seminaries, at ordination services, 
or at the opening or closing of our church 
schools.” From that point of view, the au- 
thor says: ‘Every address has had, more 
specifically, the work of the preacher or 
teacher in mind.” It will therefore be read- 
ily seen that the volume should interest lay- 
men as well as pastors. All of the texts 
treated are truly vital texts, and they are thor- 
oughly expounded and applied in such a way 
as to be really timely in our day. The last 
sermon in the book, preached at the 75th 
anniversary of the Synodical Conference in 
1948, closes on a note which Walther struck 
at the first convention of the Synodical Con- 
ference: “Not rest and peace in this world, 
but struggle and strife, not honor and glory, 
but disgrace and abuse await us from all 
sides, not only from the unbelieving world, 
from the heretical and fanatical sects and 
from the Anti-Christian papacy, but even 

from many who are the children with us of a 

common mother, who bear our name and 

have a like confessional banner floating over 
them.” Truly prophetic words. 

The publishers should anticipate a wide 
sale of this fine volume of a score of timely 
addresses. P. H. B. 

‘ * * * * 

Christmas. An American Annual of Christ- 
mas Literature and Art. Edited by Ran- 
dolph E. Haugan. Vol. XXII. 69 pages, 
1014x133 inches. Augsburg Publishing 
House, Minneapolis. Gift edition, paper 
bound, in gift envelope $1.25; library edi- 
tion, cloth bound, in gift box $2.50. 

This is the superbly gotten up 1952 edi- 
tion of Augsburg’s well known Christmas an- 
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nual. Except for the account of the nativity 
by St. Luke and the story of the wise men 
according to St. Matthew, both richly illus- 
trated by Lee Mero, on the first eight pages, 
the emphasis is on externals — Christmas 
traditions and customs in various lands, chief- 
ly Scandinavian, though also others, etc. In- 
termixed with these and alongside of Christ- 
mas carols and other features, are also var- 
ious superstitions, without any comment or 
judgment being passed on them. 


P. H. B. 


SPECIAL INTRODUCTORY OFFER 
(Eight Months for a $) 


The Confessional Lutheran herewith an- 
nounces that until January 15, 1953, a spe- 
cial offer will be in effect to introduce our 
journal to a larger number of readers. No 
doubt, there are persons in your circle of 
friends and acquaintances who would be hap- 
py to receive the Confessional Lutheran as a 
gift through your interest and thoughtfulness. 
Until January 15 we shall enter a subscrip- 
tion for a period of eight months for each 
new reader whose name you send us for just 
one dollar per eight-month subscription. Send 
in as many names and addresses as you wish 
and enclose one dollar for each subscrip- 
tion. That’s right, eight months for a dollar. 
(This offer applies only to new subscriptions 
and not to renewals.) Please send names and 
addresses with your remittance to: 


The Confessional Lutheran 
310 S. Cherry St. 
Morrison, Illinois. 


Please specify whether we should enclose 
a gift card. 


CLPB PROGRESS REPORTED 


The Officers of the Confessional Lutheran 
Publicity Bureau and the Editorial Staff of the 
Confessional Lutheran met on October 28 at 
Trinity Lutheran Church, Oak Park, Mlinois, 
to hear reports concerning the work of the 
CLPB and to make plans for promotional ex- 
pansion. At this meeting it was, especially, 
evident from the reports given that the var- 
ious phases of the work are being pursued 
with smooth efficiency and that a fine co- 
ordination of efforts has been achieved dur- 
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ing the past twelve months. . However, we 
want to endeavor to reach an.ever larger 
circle of readers. The Treasurer, Mr. E. L. 
Kreft, announced that the recent appeal for 
special contributions to underwrite the cost 
of a letter to all the clergy of the Lutheran 
Church — Missouri Synod had been received 
with generous response by the members of 
the CLPB. The type of a recent issue of the 
Confessional Lutheran was transferred to 
the Co-ordinating Council for Congregational 
Action for its use to make possible the is- 
suance of a significant article in tract form. 
The Editor, Pastor Paul H. Burgdorf, urged 
that articles for publication in the Confes- 
sional Lutheran be sent to him in order that 
the burden of writing, largely carried by the 
Editorial Staff, might be lessened. The meet- 
ing, though held in the evening, was well 
attended; a number of interested visitors were 
also present. Pastor A. C. Dahms, First Vice- 
President of the CLPB, served as chairman. 


CAN YOU USE 
CLPB MEMORIAL WREATH CARDS? 


A Memorial Wreath Folder has been 
prepared by the Confessional Lutheran 
Publicity Bureau. Of French-fold de- 
sign, the folder has an appropriate cover, 
comforting passages from God’s Word, 
and a page of dedication. We will send 
you a supply of these folders gratis in 
any amount you can use. For your 
supply of folders, send a post-card to 


THE CONFESSIONAL LUTHERAN 
310 S. Cherry Street 
Morrison, Illinois 
Memoria! Wreath donations should 
be forwarded to the same address. 


af 8H 
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TO ALL OUR READERS 


The staff of the Confessional Lutheran and 
officers of the CLPB wish 


A Very Blessed Christmas! 


